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отђу увдталту полу Ттурамокерта, 
тту TAOVOLOTATHY, ТПУ кодшџоуа .... 


А нЕрос ектактоу та Ттурамокерта! — 
óco біоркесооу дтлавцу ул aodarac 
да та уоХбсооу єтї t£Xovc от Popaítot. 
Oveipa BAénev о Вастхеос Тіурйупс....2 
(C.P.Cavafy) 


1. INTRODUCTION 


1. Context and significance 


The city of Tigranocerta is associated with the most prestigious period in 
the history of the Armenian kingdom, and indeed with one of the most 
prestigious in the history of Armenia in general. The kingdom of Arme- 


! A draft of this article, before its division into parts, was read by Prof. А.А.М.Втуег, 
Prof. A.D.R.Bivar, Prof. CJ.F.Dowsett, Dr R.H.Hewsen, Dr C.S.Lightfoot, Prof. 
F.G.B.Millar, Prof. C.Mango, Elizabeth Redgate, and Dr A.S.Williams. More recently, 
comments have been made by Elizabeth Fowden. I wish to thank all these readers for 
their time and their suggestions, many of which were incorporated into the text. Other 
scholars were consulted on specific matters, and are acknowledged at the relevant point. 

2 “ 

To the youngest city, Tigranocerta, 

Тһе richest, the fair ... 

Ah, place exquisite, Tigranocerta! — 

At least while she survives, for certainly 

Тһе Romans will destroy her in the end. 

He sees dreams, king Tigranes.’’ 


From C.P.Cavafy, Tigranocerta (1929). Printed in G.P.Savvides, Mikra Kavafika, Vol. 2 
(Athens 1987). 
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nia never reached a state of political influence so great, or controlled a 
territory so extensive, as during a short period in the reign of Tigran the 
great in the early first century B.c.. It was during this period, 83 to 69 
B.C., that Tigranocerta was built — although strictly speaking it was still 
unfinished at its capture by Lucullus in 69 B.c..? 

Tigran took advantage of Parthian weakness and of Rome's preoccu- 
pation with his own ally and father-in-law, Mithridates. To east, south 
and south-west he annexed a series of Parthia's vassal kingdoms. To the 
east he subjugated Media Atropatene (Iranian Azerbayjan). To the 
south-west, the kingdom of Armenia included the east half of the upper 
Tigris basin (the district of Atjnik /Arzanene). Tigran annexed the small, 
mountainous kingdom of Gordyene, which lay between the upper Tigris 
basin and the Mesopotamian plain, and Sophene, another Armenian 
kingdom, which comprised the west half of the Tigris basin and a sector 
of the Lower Euphrates valley further north. Beyond the latter two king- 
doms he took the kingdom of Adiabene, which lay in the Mesopotamian 
plain to the south of Gordyene, and, west of Sophene, the kingdom of 
Osrhoene, the basin of the Euphrates immediately south of the Taurus 
range. Further west Tigran encroached on the Roman sphere of influence 
by annexing the remains of the Seleucid empire in north-west Syria and 
Cilicia. АП these conquests were accomplished by 83 в.с.. 

Tigran's first defeat by the Romans took place near the city of Tigra- 
nocerta in 69 B.c.. After further defeats he was forced to cede most of his 
conquests (66 B.C.). According to the evidence of Strabo, after the defeat 
of 69 в.с., when the city was sacked, nothing more than a village was 
left on the site.* Yet we know that a city still existed when Tigranocerta 
was plundered by Corbulo in A.D. 59 and by the Parthian king Vologae- 
ses in A.D. 61. These events took place when the Roman empire's border 
had advanced further east and Rome fought against Parthia, both in 
south-western Armenia and in the territories of just those Parthian vassal 
kingdoms which Tigran had seized. After the events of A.D. 61 no men- 
tion is made of the city in Classical sources. But we shall see that there 
is good evidence for Tigranocerta's survival as a city, still under the 
same name (strictly the Armenian name Tigranakert), at least as late as 
the mid-4th century A.D.. 

According to the ancient sources Tigranocerta was a city of immense 
size. Appian states that 300,000 Greek captives from Cappadocia were 


3 Strabo XI.14.15. 
^ Strabo Х1.14.15. 
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settled here.? Whether or not the figure is exaggerated, others are known 
to have been brought from Cilicia, Adiabene and Gordyene; and this is 
before any Armenian element of the city's population is taken into 
account. Population numbers apart, great resources were lavished on the 
city's buildings and appurtenances. For example, the walls were 50 
cubits (more than 22 metres) in height; and a hunting park was desig- 
nated in its environs. 

Despite its role as Armenian capital during the most prestigious 
episode of Armenian history, and despite its large population and grand 
physical structures, the question of the site of Tigranocerta is still in a 
state of scholarly impasse. Besides the problem of the city's geographi- 
cal position, other questions attendant upon that position have yet to be 
resolved. Was the choice of position satisfactory, given the recently 
changed borders of the Armenian kingdom? Admittedly the general 
whereabouts of the city, either in the upper Tigris basin (Silvan or 
Аттап) or at the northern edge of the Mesopotamian plain (Kızıltepe), 
are known: any of these sites would be central within the recently 
enlarged kingdom. Nevertheless, other questions arise. Was the founda- 
tion viable? Did the city lie on long-distance lines of communication 
which allowed easy access to other parts of Tigran's kingdom? Could 
the city's hinterland provide the resources necessary for the survival of 
such a foundation?? 

Finally, did Tigranocerta lie within the kingdom of Armenia that 
Tigran inherited on his accession, or did it lie in one of the kingdoms 
which he annexed? The answer would furnish some evidence as to 
Tigran's attitude towards his own conquests. If the city lay within the 
kingdom of Armenia (defined as at Tigran's accession), that would sug- 
gest a policy of treating the new conquests as outlying satellites. If the 
recent acquisitions were to be lost, the city would remain in the posses- 
sion of the Armenian kings. If the city did not lie within the former 
boundaries of the kingdom, Tigran may have felt that the new con- 
quests should be integrated with the kingdom of Armenia (defined 


5 Mithridatic War 67. 

6 АП the sources and details on the city's characteristics are collected by Chaumont 
(1982, 89-90). 

7 These questions are not entirely independent of the question of the site's identity. 
Once the city's location has been established, the viability of the site, and its position with 
regard to existing lines of communication, can be evaluated. But, if the city's location has 
not been satisfactorily established, a given site's viability and communications also count 
as arguments bearing on the question of its identity with Tigranocerta. 
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according to its recent boundaries). This was a process of integration 
which the foundation of the city itself might have been seen as likely to 
further. 


2. Arrangement of material 


In part I of this article the case for the location of Tigranocerta at Arzan, 
in the east half of the Tigris basin, will be made out. The case rests 
mainly on a re-interpretation of ancient sources, partly on a re-inspection 
of the site, and to a small extent on an examination of the respective can- 
didates' medieval histories. 

The site and position of Arzan will be described and the ancient evi- 
dence as to Tigranocerta's features and location will be examined. In an 
appendix, the same evidence will be tested against the competing sites: 
Silvan/Mayyafariqm and Kiziltepe/Dunaysir. 

In part II (forthcoming in REArm) the alignments of the roads shown 
by the Tabula Peutingeriana as leading to Tigranocerta will be identi- 
fied. Beside providing further evidence as to the location of Tigra- 
nocerta, this will contribute towards demonstrating the city's position on 
important lines of communication. 

In part III (to be printed with part II) the history of Arzan will be 
recounted. Not only will this establish the site's fundamental viability; it 
will continue the argument concerning the city's communications with 
other regions. It will, in fact, be shown that the alignment of long-dis- 
tance routes was an essential factor in the issue of the city's survival or 
non-survival. A further purpose of part III is to provide the site of Arzan 
with a clear and solid place in history. This gives meaning to our identi- 
fication of Tigranocerta with Arzan. It tells us what Tigranocerta is 
being identified with. 


3. The site of Arzan 


Arzan lies in the east half of the Tigris basin (that formed by the Taurus 
to the north and east, the limestone plateau of the Mazi Dag and Tur 
Abdin? to the south and Karaca Dag to the west) The walled site 
stretches for about 14 km. along the east bank of the Garzan Su. The lat- 
ter is a northern tributary of the Tigris; the Tigris, though, after rising in 
the Taurus, flows south to reach the basin's south side, then east along 
that side; so Arzan, about half-way down the course of the Garzan Su 


8 In strict Syriac transliteration, Tür “Abdin; but the simpler spelling will be used here. 


T. SINCLAIR 


188 





"ова sut] eu 70 берү 


МИЯ ДУ5ЛМ, 





B. 


55 
NVZMV + 


„бгомојо8, < 


ТЕ 
J NING. 





THE SITE OF TIGRANOCERTA 189 


across the basin, lies near the centre of the basin's eastern half. 
Upstream of the site is the village of Golamasya: in the village is a 
stone-paved pool which, I shall argue, is one of Tigran's Aipvat.? On the 
other side of the river from Golamasya is a smooth-sided and flat-topped 
hill whose rim is fortified by the walls of a castle called Zercel Kale. 
This, it will be argued, is the flat-topped hill figuring in Tigran's defeat 
by Lucullus in 69 B.c.? East of Golamasya (therefore on the east bank, 
like Arzan) is the town of Zok (officially *Yanarsu"), beside which 15 
another castle. 

Тһе choice of Arzan as а site is favoured by the evidence of the 5th- 
century Buzandaran Patmut'iwnk' and the 4th-century Eutropius, both 
of which say Tigranocerta lay in Almk (ш below); by Tacitus’ 
description of the city's ditch and relation to the river (IV.1); by 
Appian's description of the city’s appurtenances (Iv.2); and by 
Plutarch’s description of the battle of 69 B.c., in which a flat-topped hill 
plays an essential part (Iv.3). None of the above evidence is consistent 
with either of the two alternative sites, Silvan and Kızıltepe. The iden- 
tification of Arzan (and for that matter Silvan) with Tigranocerta, how- 
ever, has always been held to conflict with Strabo, who seems to put 
Tigranocerta to the south of Mt. Masius, the belt of limestone hills 
which includes the Tur Abdin and Mazi Dag (v.1). It also conflicts with 
the distance of 37 miles between Nisibis and Tigranocerta given by 
Tacitus (Ул and vir4). The latter two items of evidence (Strabo and 
Tacitus) would point to Kiziltepe. Arzan also apparently conflicts with 
the Greek inscription at Silvan which was thought by Lehmann-Haupt 
to show that the city already existed in the mid-fourth century A.D., in 
other words before its purported foundation, as Martyropolis, in the 
early fifth century (Appendix, LD.1). 


II. ORIENTATION TOWARDS THE ANCIENT SOURCES 


1. Looseness of implication 


In an impasse, one should focus on its general nature. In the arguments 
as to Tigranocerta's site, the nature of the conflict between the sources 
arises not merely from the categorical implications of certain passages, 
but also from the looseness of implications of others. By looseness is 
meant that we are prepared to abandon the implication if the need arises. 


? Appian, Mithridatic War 84. Discussed sect. ту.2 here. 
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For example, it will shortly be argued that Tacitus' description of 
Tigranocerta's walls and ditch etc. (Annals ху.4) reflects the features of 
Arzan in a strikingly accurate manner. In part this accuracy undoubtedly 
arises from an exact correspondence between text and site of features 
and of relations between them. But it also arises from the spirit of Taci- 
tus' phraseology and the striking aptness of that phraseology when 
applied to Arzan, rather than any exact correspondence of features, 
dimensions, compass directions etc.. If other evidence arises that cate- 
gorically or even loosely points to Silvan, we have to enquire whether 
Tacitus’ description will fit, no doubt much more loosely, the walls, 
ditch etc. of Silvan. Tacitus' description does not rule out Silvan, but 
merely favours Arzan. 

The nature of the conflict between the sources, then, is not merely a 
series of direct contradictions, but also a looser and more shifting type of 
contradiction. In this, one source may fit three different sites, but agrees 
with one more closely than the others; a second source, while also fit- 
ting all three, will favour a different site. 

Given the contradictions and looseness of the sources, what will be 
the general nature of a resolution of the impasse? In the first place, some 
items of evidence may be simply wrong: this forms part of the solution 
offered here. But the problem of mistakes in the sources, and of their 
trustworthiness, is different from that of looseness of fit. The contradic- 
tions arising out of the latter can only be resolved by some way of view- 
ing the evidence which would lead to a re-evaluation of the looseness or 
closeness of fit of certain of the sources with the sites. 

Where the contradictions arise out of looseness of implication in dif- 
ferent sources, as defined above, the order in which the evidence is taken 
tends to determine the conclusion. If we start with Strabo (on grounds of 
date), we shall end up at Kızıltepe. If we start with Lehmann-Haupt's 
inscription, we shall end up at Silvan. But in either case we only reach 
the conclusion by overriding the evidence of the Buzandaran 
Patmut‘iwnk* and Eutropius that Tigranocerta was in Aljnik'. The rea- 
sons for overriding them are not discreditable, but neither are they con- 
clusive: a clear case of stretching. Perhaps, by taking the evidence in a 
different order from the usual one, in which one starts with the earliest 
sources, we might start questioning evidence that we thought unambigu- 
ous and inelastic in its implication. New aspects emerge; either the lat- 
ter evidence turns out to be wrong, or it can be re-evaluated as to its 
implications and their closeness or looseness of fit with the respective 
sites. 
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2. Trustworthiness of the sources 


Early writers on the question of Tigranocerta were Classicists, and saw 
the problem as one in Classical history. They naturally gave credence to 
the Classical sources, and were dubious about Armenian ones. They also 
relied more heavily on the earlier sources (Strabo, Tacitus, Plutarch etc.) 
on the ground that these sources were nearer to the time when Roman 
soldiers and officials and indeed local inhabitants were still accurately 
informed as to the whereabouts of the site. But one should question the 
reasonableness of the assumption that a source is trustworthy because (a) 
it is Classical and (b) it is early. 

A Classical or early source may be a bad one despite being Classical 
or early; being Classical, or early, is simply one argument in favour of 
the source, while there may be other reasons for discrediting it; and a 
given Classical source, such as Pliny, may be generally credible but have 
particular weaknesses, of which its account of Armenia may be one. We 
have to take the sources on their exact merits. 

Conversely the question arises whether it is reasonable to reject a 
source, such as the Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk’, simply on the ground that 
it is Armenian, and late. Even if one believed there was something natu- 
rally inferior about Armenian sources, a given source can still be a good 
one, despite being Armenian or being late. 

But one cannot weigh up the sources as if it made no difference 
whether the problem on which they bore was primarily one in Classical 
history or primarily one in Armenian history. This is primarily a prob- 
lem in Armenian history. Tigranocerta was an Armenian capital, its 
founder an Armenian king. That being so, why is being Armenian such 
a serious disqualification in a source, when the problem of the site of 
Tigranocerta is being considered? Other things being equal it is not a 
disqualification but an advantage. The Buzandaran Ратиглутк“ (BP) 
was written, of course, several centuries later than the Classical sources, 
but we shall see that this is not so serious a disadvantage as might be 
thought from the mere distance in time. 

As to the general trustworthiness of the BP, despite certain confu- 
sions, anachronisms and contradictions, it conveys overall an accurate 
picture of Armenian aristocratic society and ecclesiastical organisation 
in the 4th century. It knows the individual princely houses, their where- 
abouts, functions within the kingdom, allegiances, rebellions etc.; simi- 
larly it understands the divisions within the church, and the roles played 
by individual bishops. In practice historians place great trust in this 
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source, showing no doubt about many episodes of fourth-century 
Armenian history which could not be described if it were to be dis- 
trusted. Given its general trustworthiness, good reasons have to be 
given for treating the BP with the suspicion which it normally receives 
in discussions of Tigranocerta. 

The BP was written several centuries later than Strabo and Tacitus. 
Тће best estimate for the date of its composition is the second half of the 
5th century.!! Strictly speaking the date of composition is not the only 
date to be considered: we should also look at the date of the events being 
recounted by the BP in connection with Tigranocerta; this is the mid-4th 
century. If the author is accurate about those events at a distance of (say) 
a century then why should he not be accurate about their place (even if it 
is Tigranocerta) and about the name of that place at the time of those 
events? Nevertheless Strabo (first two decades of the Ist century A.D.) 
and Tacitus (early 2nd century A.D.) are much nearer іп time to the 
episodes they describe (respectively of the mid-first century B.c. and of 
the mid-first century A.D.) than is the BP to either of the same episodes. 

Is this of any importance? The BP discusses the foundation of a mar- 
tyrium in Tigranocerta and of monasteries near it and the "destruction" 
of the city by Shahpur П of Persia c.364. Suppose that we are dealing 
with the historical memory of people alive in the mid-fourth century or 
second half, concerning a city founded by Tigran in the 1st century В.С. 
and last inhabited in the 1st century A.D.. Certainly the attitude of certain 
modern discussions of the BP, as it relates to the problem of Tigran- 
ocerta, suggests (without quite stating it) that such historical memory is 
the problem raised by the BP. On such a supposition, the problem is 
whether the memory of the city's past existence on a particular site 
could have survived over three or four centuries. Tigranocerta had been 
(on this supposition it was no longer inhabited) an impressive city, 
whose inhabitants were numbered in the hundred thousands; its 
founder's prestige was enormous. Why assume that local people are 
likely to have forgotten its whereabouts? Or that anybody in Armenia 
had forgotten its whereabouts? We are not dealing with a village whose 
character and name would have been of no importance once the site had 
been deserted. We shall see that local people still preserve a memory of 
Tigran and Tigranocerta, though not under such names or (in the case of 
the city) under the name “Аттап”. 


10 Garsoian 1989, 41-55 for an excellent discussion. 
П Argued with authority іп Garsoian 1989, 6-11. 
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The BP is sometimes discussed with the general attitude attendant 
upon the implication (but such a statement is never made; on the con- 
trary the proposition 15 explicitly denied) that it belongs in the same cat- 
egory as those Armenian sources of the 8th century and later, which 
clearly had lost all accurate clues as to the site of Tigranocerta, because 
they identified Tigranocerta with Amida, modern Diyarbakir.'? Amida is 
not a serious possibility as the site of Tigranocerta. If the BP were to 
identify Tigranocerta with Amida, then we should discount it immedi- 
ately. But in the nature of the case it does not so identify Tigranocerta: 
it puts the city in Aljnik/, which was well clear of Amida, and on the 
other hand knows of Amida under that name (Ш.х). 

But in any case the BP is not talking of the memory of a once-glori- 
ous and now abandoned city; it talks of Tigranocerta as a living city, and 
that, in the mid-fourth century, is what it must have been. This being so, 
the argument is not about the ability of the neighbours of an abandoned 
ruin to remember that ruin's former identity, but about the ability of the 
inhabitants of a living city to remember the name by which it was called 
while they inhabited it. 

The likelihood is that after the city's plunder by Paetus in A.D. 61 (the 
last recorded damage before the mid-fourth century), the city continued 
to exist, just as it continued to exist after the "destruction" by Lucullus 
in 69 B.c.? (otherwise it would have been impossible for Corbulo to 
plunder the city in A.D. 59). If, as we are arguing, Tigranocerta was at 
Аттап, then the city survived Shahpur П”з “destruction” in A.D. 364, 
after which it is next mentioned in the 6th century as Arzon (Syr.) or 
Chlomaron (Gr.).'^ In the sources the notion of “destruction” is misap- 
plied, probably owing to a shortage of more accurate terminology. The 
city suffers a severe blow and temporarily loses population, but soon 
recovers, perhaps not attaining its former size and grandeur. 

The BP is generally described as a late source, and therefore as one 
not to be trusted. The assumption behind such a description, and such a 
distrust, 15 that the city did not survive the plunder by Paetus in A.D. 61. 
If so, the BP is late, and untrustworthy. However it is clear from the BP 
itself that the city did survive, a notion strongly supported by the docu- 
mented existence of the city of Arzan from the 6th to the 14th century 
A.D.. Since the city still existed in the 4th century A.D., the BP is as close 


12 For these, see Chaumont 1982, 100, esp. n. 70; Chaumont 1988-89, 233-38, where 
Kritoboulos' Tigranocerta is also Amida. 

13 Strabo Х1.14.15. 

14 See sect. УШ, in the third article in this series. 
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to the events it describes as are Strabo and Tacitus to the events which 
they respectively describe. 


3. The argument's starting-point 


It has been argued that owing to the nature of the problems arising out 
of the looseness of the sources there was much to recommend starting 
with the evidence of the BP that Tigranocerta was in Aljnik": it is, of 
course, normal to end the discussion of sources with the BP, having first 
“proved” that Tigranocerta lay elsewhere. Given that most of the evi- 
dence is in principle subject to re-interpretation, starting at a different 
point in the array of evidence from the usual ones might lead us to a way 
out of the present impasse. Secondly it was argued that whereas both the 
strengths and the weaknesses of the Classical sources have been recog- 
nised, the strength of the considerably later BP has not. Both arguments 
point to beginning the discussion with the BP. 


Ш. TIGRANOCERTA IN AEJNIK* 


1. BP v.xxvii. Epip'an builds a martyrium at Tigranocerta 


According to the BP, Epip'an the hermit took up residence іп Сор“ 
Mec at Mambré on the river Матиќеї.! He wrought signs and miracles, 


15 The Абхагйас‘оус", ed. Soukry 37, says that the K'alirt', its name for the Batman 
Su, divides Np'rkert and K‘timar from one another: Np'rkert is Martyropolis, Syr. 
Maipherqat, now Silvan; K‘timar, which (sects. гу. below and x in the forthcoming 
sequel) became the city of Arzan, is a city in Aljnik' (ASx., ibid.). 

The name Mambre may represent a slight alteration of the original name to suit the 
name Mamré given in the Armenian Bible for the plain in which Abraham received the 
visit of the three angels (Genesis 13.18, 18.1): see Garsoian 1989, 477. The best site is 
the village of Bosat. The name Mambre, or its original, may have moved to Meherani. 
This, now a castle site near a village of the same name well below in a valley, is west of 
Bogat. (For a description of the site, Sinclair 11.280, 281 and (map) 277.) At Bosat there 
are two hermitage caves in different parts of the village (Sinclair ш.282, cave, with Syr- 
lac inscription; 429, “Zor”). The river below Bosat is the Batman Su, the river MamuSet 
(see this note, below, and on the position, Appendix, I.D.2). Alternatively one could con- 
sider Meherani itself. Both these locations would be in suitably wild, rocky country and 
would qualify for the BP's “desert”: see Sinclair ш.280. A third possibility is the cave- 
town at Hasun (Sinclair ш.292). This in the 4th century may have been a bare, rocky and 
deserted place, but lies above a fertile area supporting many villages, some on tells. 

The river MamuSet was the Batman Su, at least in its upper reaches, i.e. those 
upstream of the floor of the Tigris basin. The river Müsülryat mentioned by the 1Oth-cen- 
tury Arab geographer Muqaddasi must be the Batman Su, as it was between the Dhi’b 
(Dibni Su — below, sect. УШ.5, in the sequel forthcoming in REArm) and the Sarbat, the 
Garzan Su (ibid.): Markwart 1930, 123. ““MamuSet” will be an Armenianised version of 
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converted local people to Christianity, and filled Cop'k^ with hermitages 
(vaniwk^). He also went to the erkir (land) of Aljnik', “illuminated” its 
inhabitants (i.e. converted them to Christianity), and filled it, too, with 
hermitages (уапегоу). He built a martyrium (vkayanoc^) in the city of 
Tigranakert, wrought marvellous signs and then returned to his her- 
mitage (i.e. Mambre). (A.D. 370-4.) 

Epip'an crosses from Cop'k' Mec to the erkir of Atjnik', founds her- 
mitages, builds a martyrium in Tigranakert, then returns to his hermitage 
in Cop'k' Mec. The passage is, of course, loose in its implication that 
Tigranakert lay іп Аи”, and therefore subject to re-interpretation if 
evidence contrary to that implication arises. However the implication is 
unambiguous, and without contrary evidence there is no case for disre- 
garding it. From the point of view of telling the story of Epip'an, the text 
does not need to state explicitly what the reader would naturally assume. 

Moreover the text is concerned to build up a parallelism between 
Epip'an's activities in Cop'k' Mec and his activities in Ајк“ — found- 
ing hermitages, working miracles, converting the population to Chris- 
tianity — because Epip'an had been appointed bishop (arajnord) of both 
Cop'k' Mec and Aljnik by his master the chorepiskopos Daniel. 
(IILxiv.)!6 


2. BP Iv.xxiv. Shahpur II of Persia's “destruction” of Tigranocerta 


МегиХап Arcruni is in revolt against king Агзак of Armenia (BP 
IV.xxii). Не persuades Shahpur of Persia to invade Armenia. Shahpur 
sweeps through Aljnik', Cop'k' Mec, Angel шп, Anjit, Cop'k^ Sahun- 
пос”, Mzur, Daranaté and Ekeleac'. The Persians massacred many peo- 
ple and took countless small children into captivity. They destroyed 
many strongholds (amurs) and strong castles (zberds zamurs) and cap- 
tured and destroyed the great city of Tigranakert, which was in the 
gawat (land) of Aljnik® (or ег i gawarin Ађпеас?). They took forty 
thousand families captive there, then raided into Cop'k' Mec, although 
they were unable to capture some of the latter district’s castles (berdk^) 
and similarly failed at Angt in Angel tun. They went on to other castles 
(berdk^) but were able to take only the strong castle (amur berdn) of 
Ani in багала КС. 


the local name (“Mūsūlīyāt” may be no more correct than “Mamušeł”). Other Arab geo- 
graphers called the Batman Su Satidama: Canard 1953, 82; Markwart 1930, 234. 

16 If “bishop” is not the right translation, this would not affect the implication that 
Epip'an was given authority over both districts. 


196 T. SINCLAIR 


This time the text is explicit: the great city of Tigranakert is in the dis- 
trict of Atjnik'. The text is helpful about the character of the city. Forty 
thousand families were taken prisoner in Tigranakert by Shahpur. If for 
the sake of realism we reduce the figure of forty thousand families to ten 
thousand, we still have a figure of at least 50,000 people, and being 
more realistic more like 80,000, as the number of prisoners from Tigra- 
nocerta. Suppose this is the total population, it is not negligible, and by 
itself would fully justify the title “great city" given by the BP. Among 
the settlements whose capture are mentioned in this passage the text 
applies the term "city" only to Tigranakert; elsewhere it uses "strong- 
hold” (amur) or “castle” (Бега). “Stronghold” is applied to Angl, mod- 
ern Egil, which the site and the evidence for the extent of the medieval 
settlement seem fully to justify." “Amur Вега” is used to describe Ani, 
the modern Kemah, and again the term would seem to be exactly right 
for the limited, cliff-top site 1 

Finally we may note the text's geographical credentials: the sequence 
Aljnik', Cop'k' Mec etc. to Пагапаје and ЕКејеас“ is a practical and 
plausible itinerary; the members of each pair in the list are contiguous, 
and the list represents a drive to the western border of Armenia in a 
gradually curving line which would take in a high number of settlements 
in the shortest possible path. Having gone through the list of districts the 
text gives more detail in the itinerary. The sequence of districts, in so far 
as they are mentioned, is the same as before. The physical features 
(tombs etc.) of Ап and Ani mentioned in the text are born out by the 
remains on the sites.'? 


3. Eutropius v1.9.1. Lucullus’ capture of Tigranocerta in 69 B.C. 


Tigranocertam civitatem Arzanenae nobilissimam, regni Armeniaci 


At this point in the narrative Eutropius is summarising a lost portion of 
Livy, which might or might not have contained a specification of the 
district in which Tigranocerta lay. But to judge from the text that we 
have, the specification of the district has no tendentious purpose which 
might suggest that the author or his original was, deliberately or not, 


17 Described in Sinclair ш.196-200. 

18 Again see Sinclair 1.415-22. 

I? (1) BP's mention of royal tombs at Angt: Sinclair ш.196, 199. However the tombs 
are not those of the Arsacid kings, but those of the kings of Sophene, of which Angt had 
been capital under the name Carcathiocerta. (2) Ani. For Arsacid tombs, Russell 1987, 
159. 
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naming the wrong district. Perhaps the word is a scribe's error; but the 
original which suggests itself, * Armeniae", is ruled out by the presence 
of the word * Armeniaci" in the phrase ајгеаду.!3 

A much better explanation for the occurrence of the word “Arzane- 
nae" is that Eutropius knew the region. He had taken part in the 
Mesopotamian expedition of Julian in 363.? He never went to 
Arzanene; but this scarcely proves that he had no idea where it was. 

Moreover Arzanene was one of the districts whose relinquishment to 
the Persian kingdom by the Roman empire was specified in the treaty of 
363 which followed Julian's disastrous campaign. It is unlikely, in that 
case, that Eutropius failed to learn where Tigranocerta was. The reason 
why Eutropius placed Tigranocerta in Arzanene was that the city still 
existed under that name, and was in Arzanene. 


4. Aljnik' in the 4th and Sth centuries A.D. 


Atjnik* or Arzanene was, in rough terms, the east end of the upper Tigris 
basin. (See map 2.) The latter, again in rough terms,?! is the area 
between the Taurus mountains and the Tur Abdin. In the fourth and fifth 
centuries A.D. the boundary between Aljnik! and Cop'k' Mec was the 
Batman Su, Gr. Nymphios.? Strictly speaking, in the hilly country 
towards the north of the Tigris basin the boundary lay just to the west of 
the Batman Su, along the eastern edge of the Hazro hills: the latter rise 
just north of Silvan/Martyropolis. After A.D. 591 the boundary of 


20 
paign. 

?! Tt is defined more carefully below, in sect. V. 

22 Procopius, Buildings 1.22, says both that the river divides the Persians from the 
Romans and that Arzanene (his form is Арббуп) lies the far side of the river. Id., Persian 
War П.15, says the same in a more compressed manner. Ibid. 1.8 ties down the Batman 
Su as the Nymphius by saying that it lies very near Martyropolis. 

23 [n essence the case is this: the Asxarhac'oyc' mentions (ed. Soukry, 37) that the 
Kat" (its name for the Batman Su) comes from "the mountains of Salin (perhaps Salun) 
and Sanasun". Since we must be talking about the two principal feeder rivers, or groups 
of feeder rivers, of the Batman Su, and the most easterly of these, strictly a group of 
streams, comes from the district of Sasun or Sanasun, the other feeder must be further to 
the west. Since going further west takes one into the Kulp basin, that basin must contain 
the second feeder river, which is probably the Kulp Su. The Salnoy jor, “valley of Salin”, 
one of the constituent districts of Ајк" (А5х., ed. Soukry 30) will then be the Kulp 
basin. So the Kulp basin was in Aljnik', a point of some relevance in sect. уш.з below (іп 
part п, forthcoming). But, given that the border of Ап“ lay along the Hazro hills on the 
south side of the Kulp basin, it makes sense to say that the border followed those hills fur- 
ther south-east, where they no longer define the Kulp basin. This gives us a workable 
political border as far as the open floor of the Tigris basin. 


Eutropius х.16.1. See Bowersock 1978, 9. Eutropius wrote six years after the cam- 
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Aljnikh was extended westwards to include Cop'k' Mec,” but this 
boundary change comes after the date of the BP's composition and that 
of Eutropius' text. And it is clear from the two passages in the BP that 
its author conceives of Сор“ Mec as separate from А ик”. 


5. Conclusion 


The Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk* was written some four centuries after the 
date of the last events in connection with which Tigranocerta is men- 
tioned by any strictly Classical source. The events recounted by the BP 
occurred in the mid-4th century, three centuries after those mentioned 
by the strictly Classical sources. Nevertheless the city's prestige makes 
it likely that at that time local people would have remembered the iden- 
tity of the city. In any case it is clear from the BP that in the mid-4th 
century a substantial settlement called Tigranakert still existed, and that 
it was in Aljnik/Arzanene. The latter point is confirmed by the evi- 
dence of Eutropius, who also was informed about events in the mid-4th 
century. 

In the mid-4th century Atjnik" consisted, roughly, of the Tigris basin 
east of the Batman Su. Later, it is true, the boundary was changed to 
include Сор Mec. But this took place after the composition of the 
BP. 


IV. THE SITE OF ARZAN 


The next step is to find a site within Aljnik'. The site which dominates 
Aljnik' is that of Arzan. Other sites within the district are available and 
have been proposed. However we shall see how strongly some the evi- 
dence favours the site of Arzan, and to simplify the argument we shall 
not consider the others in the district, which were proposed early in the 
history of the controversy and have not been taken seriously since.? We 
shall justify the name “Аттап” in sect. ҮШІ (Part Ш, forthcoming in 
REArm); meantime the name is a convenient one by which to designate 
the site. Whether it belonged to the site after the 5th century A.D., the lat- 
est authentic mention of Tigranocerta by name, will neither improve nor 
damage our argument, except at one point, in this section. 


24 Discussed in Hübschmann 1904, 309, and see pp. 299, 305, 308. 
?5 Ror the others, see Chaumont 1982, 94-5; 1988-89, 246-7. 
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A. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE 


Main features 


The Garzan Su flows southwards out of the Taurus mountains near 
Hazo, turns and flows south-west for about 15 km., then turns south-east 
and joins the Tigris after another 35 km. or so. The site of Arzan lies on 
the east bank about 2 km. before the end of the river's second stretch (in 
which it flows south-westward). At the turn, the modern road and rail- 
way between Diyarbakir and Siirt cross the Garzan Su, and no doubt in 
the Classical and later periods there was a ford or bridge here too (see 
sect. VIL3, in part п, forthcoming in REArm). 





Fig. 1. Arzan. Taylor's sketch plan. 


The whole of the east bank of the river's south-westward course is a 
flat shelf of 3 km. or more in width, backed by easy hills. Between the 
shelf and the river is a short and generally easy descent. Similarly a flat 
strip stretches along the west bank, but here a hill massif lines the flat 
strip. The hill of Zercel Kale belongs to a tongue of this massif which 
projects almost to the riverside (see pl. 1). The river is broad but shal- 
low: at Zercel Kale, where one can wade across, the bed is pebbly and 
loose, but the water only comes up to one's knees and the current is not 
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swift. By the site of Arzan the river seems (from my photographs) to be 
a little narrower, because it is forced in a curve against the promontory 
of the city's north-west side (see pl. 4). The water looks a little deeper in 
this stretch. 

In form the walled site of Arzan is the sum of two figures: a rectan- 
gle parallel to the river, and a roughly triangular promontory (see pl. 3) 
against the rectangle's north-west side; the promontory accounts for all 
the rectangle's north-west side except a short stretch to the north-east. 
The rectangle is about 11 km. long (parallel to the river) and 2 km. 
wide: the promontory adds another + km. or so to the width. (See fig.1 
and pl. 3.) When the site was visited in 1861 by Taylor, British Consul 
at Diyarbakir (then Diyarbekir),”° a broad ditch followed the wall all the 
way except at the very tip of the promontory where (according to Tay- 
lor's plan, 1865 p. 26), the river bank cut it off. 


Other features 


The following concentrates on certain features relevant to the site's iden- 
tification. 


City layout. At Taylor's visit in 1861 the lines of streets could be made 
out, and Taylor's published sketch-plan suggests a grid-plan. The wall 
stood above ground everywhere. There were gates in the three sides of 
the rectangle other than that taken up by the promontory, the north-west. 
There were also two gates in the walls of the promontory. To the west, 
where the promontory wall began, was a pile of masonry which to Tay- 
lor looked like the remains of a huge bastion. Taylor also noted on his 
sketch-plan a “fort” created by simply walling off the tip of the promon- 
tory. 

Masonry style and remains of city walls. Today little masonry survives 
above ground. The ground inside the walls is ploughed for cotton, and 
nothing can be seen of the street-plan. Of the gates, only that in the 
north-east side is clear. 

Here one can see the first-storey vault of the north-westerly tower and 
evidence of the platform above it.” Of the southeasterly tower, which 
stood on the opposite side of the roadway, only low walls survive. The 
two towers appear to have had U-shaped fronts. Their masonry of small, 


26 Taylor 1865, 26-7. 

27 Dr C.Lightfoot tells me in a letter that in his visits of 1987 and 1991, after joint visit 
in 1981, he saw an arch of large, well-cut blocks, whose masonry could well be of the 
Hellenistic or Roman period. However he does not mention the arch's exact location. The 
back of the gatehouse is visible in pl.4. 
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roughly shaped blocks is probably medieval. The two towers are details 
not noted by Taylor. There is evidence for the south-east wall in the 
form of a series of mounds: two big, merged mounds in the centre of 
this side probably represent the gate-towers. Taylor's “large bastion” to 
the west is in fact a tall, impressive mound. Since Taylor supposed it to 
consist entirely of masonry, the mound must have been fortified with 
masonry, and if it were unfortified the mound would have left a section 
of the city walls vulnerable. A besieger could have used it to dominate 
the city wall on this side. 

АП along the north and west sides of the promontory a thick dyke of rub- 
ble marks the line of the walls (pl.4). On the spit forming the end point of 
the promontory large blocks, again not well shaped, survive: they are 
assembled without mortar, but the courses are haphazard. These blocks can 
be seen mainly in the rectangular nose at the end of the spit. (Plates 4, 5, 6.) 

My knowledge of the walls was gained in 1978 and 1981; a colleague 
has told me that in 1988 the masonry, such as it was, was being swiftly 
despoiled. The site gets no government protection, because it is not des- 
ignated an archaeological site. This is because it cannot be so designated 
until a measured survey is done. 


Ditch. One feature which does survive clearly is the ditch. This can be 
seen, though not to its original depth, on all three straight sides of the 
rectangle and on the west side of the promontory. From the base of the 
wall the floor of the ditch slopes gradually down over an unusually long 
distance. The outer side of the ditch rises at a steeper angle. (Plate 2.) 

That the river bank cuts off the ditch on both sides of the north-west 
promontory meant, at Taylor's visit and no doubt at the ditch's initial 
creation, that the two sections of ditch approaching the promontory's tip, 
although joining beneath the snout of the walls, were denied an outer 
bank (that ascending away from the wall, as opposed to descending from 
the foot of the wall). By 1978 more had been lost: the river now drives 
into the west side of the promontory, removing the outer side of the 
ditch here and giving the impression that the builders had sited the wall 
on this side of the promontory directly above a bank descending directly 
into the river. On the other hand the river comes less close to the tip of 
the promontory and to the promontory's north wall" 


28 There is a slight reservation about this point. Taylor's plan is clearly a re-working 
of a sketch or sketches made on the site; but it is quite possible that his sketches were 
imprecise as to the course of the river, which on his published plan describes a suspi- 
ciously symmetrical and regular shape. 
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Appropriateness of the site 


Even before examination of the texts, the appropriateness of the site to 
an urban foundation of the Hellenistic period is striking. The great size 
of the site corresponds not only with the general size of Hellenistic foun- 
dations, but also with the specific information on the size of Tigra- 
nocerta provided by the Classical texts. The implied rectangular shape, 
too, and the evidence of a grid layout are typical of Hellenistic founda- 
tions. 


B. THE ANCIENT SOURCES 


1. Tacitus, Annals xv.4. The Parthian siege of 61 A.D.. Walls, river, ditch. 
“... urbem copia defensorum et magnitudine moenium validam. Ad hoc 
Nicephorius amnis haud spernenda latitudine partem murorum ambit, et 
ducta ingens fossa, qua fluvio diffidebatur." 
“... а city well-protected by the quantity of its defenders and by the size of 
its walls. Apart from these advantages, the river Nicephorius, its width an 
additional defence, went round a sector of the walls; in the remaining sec- 
tor the river could not be resorted to, and along this sector had been pulled 
a huge ditch.” 


(My translation is intended to bring out all the information in the text, 
rather than to suggest its style.) 

The correspondence with Arzan is remarkably close. The breadth of 
the Garzan Su is accurately reflected. The river does and did go round 
part of the walls, in other words the triangular promontory to the north- 
west. Elsewhere there is even now a “huge ditch"; but it is certainly true 
that Tacitus’ description is inaccurate to the extent of implying that there 
was no ditch where the river flowed past the walls. As we have seen, a 
ditch does extend along its north wall and probably did extend along its 
west wall. Still, Tacitus is right to point to the use of the river bank for 
defensive purposes, since the bank’s height gives the north-west side of 
the city walls an added advantage.” 


29 The correspondence was pointed out by Kiepert (1873, 187) and it was on the basis 
of that, the large number of coins (ibid.) and the presence of another "old city” further 
upstream (Kiepert thought that the ruins at Golamasya described by Taylor were inside 
Zercel Kale, which Kiepert calls Nuschirwan-Kale — Kiepert p.188), that Kiepert identi- 
fied Arzan with Tigranocerta. Astonishingly, Kiepert thought the BP put Tigranocerta at 
Amida/Diyarbakir, and took him to task for not putting it in Aljnik' (Kiepert 189-90, 202; 
cf. 188-9)! Kiepert abandoned Arzan as the site of Tigranocerta two years after his paper 
of 1873. 
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Which river does Tacitus mean by the Nicephorius? Pliny (Nat. Hist. 
6.31.129) tells us that the Tigris receives as tributaries from Armenia 
two notable rivers, the Parthenias and the Nicephorion (sic: not -ius), 
and goes on to make the frontier between the Orroei and Adiabeni (i.e. 
between the districts of Osrhoene and Adiabene). The latter frontier is 
certainly south of the Tur Abdin massif, so the two tributaries could be 
further upstream, in the Tigris basin. Pliny's Parthenias is no doubt the 
Nymphios of Procopius (Buildings 112.2) which separated the Byzantine 
and Persian empires after the treaty of A.D. 363; in other words (sect. ш4 
above) the Batman Su. 

Тһе next big tributary is the Garzan Su. There are other large tribu- 
taries in the Tigris basin — the Bitlis Su, Keser Su and Bohtan Su — but 
none with large ancient city sites on their banks. This is, however, to use 
Arzan for the identification of Pliny's Nicephorion, rather than to use 
Pliny's Nicephorion for identifying Tigranocerta. The conclusion to be 
derived from Pliny's information is that if we accept his Parthenias as 
the Batman Su, then his Nicephorion could be the Garzan Su and must 
in any case be in the Tigris basin east of the Batman Su, in other words 
within Aljnik".?? 


2. Appian, Mithridatic War 84-6. Lucullus' capture of Tigranocerta in 
69 B.C. 


84. Lucullus advances on Tigranocerta. Tigranes entrusts the city's 
defences to Mancaeus. Tigranes had surrounded the city with walls fifty 
cubits high; the base of the walls was “full of stables" (їллостосіфу 
£v то Dote үёроута). In the suburbs were a palace (Baci), hunt- 
ing-grounds (kovnyéoia) and lakes (Aiptvat). Nearby was a strong 
fortress (фроортоу). Lucullus’ deputy Sextilius blockades Mancaeus in 
Tigranocerta, plunders the BaotXAstia, which is not fortified, digs a ditch 
round the city and fortress (фроортоу) and begins to undermine the 
wall. 

85: Tigranes approaches with a large force and sends about 6,000 of 
his cavalry to Tigranocerta. They break through the besieging Romans to 
the fortress and bring away the king's concubines. Lucullus sees a 
favourable hill (Хофоу гоколроу) behind Tigranes. Lucullus positions 


30 Whitby (1983, 217) argued that the Nicephorion of Pliny was either the Redwan 
(i.e. the Garzan) Su or the Bohtan. He then concluded that Tigranocerta lay in Arzanene, 
“possibly at one of Consul Taylor's ruined sites оп the Redwan" (which would include 
Аттап) or at Siirt. 
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his cavalry in front of the Armenian army, to draw the enemy forward 
and so break their ranks. With the infantry he takes possession of the hill 
unobserved, then descends on the enemy's baggage carriers. The latter 
flee on their own infantry, which then flees on its cavalry. A rout of 
Tigranes' troops ensues. 

86: Mancaeus, in Tigranocerta, disarms his Greek mercenaries. They, 
however, overpower some of their assailants [1.е. the Armenian troops in 
Tigranocerta], seize some of the spaces between towers (иесолорута) 
and let the Romans up on to the walls. Much plunder follows. 

Appian's account supplies some interesting information. 


(a) The walls of the city were 50 cubits, or about 22 metres, high. The 
walls of Arzan were observed by Taylor to be 20 feet or 64 metres thick 
at the base 21 which would be more than enough to support walls of such 
a height. We do not know the date of the walls seen by Taylor, but it is 
likely that in any rebuilding the width would be preserved; it is most 
unlikely to have increased. We have an extraordinarily broad ditch, 
whose inner side slopes down with unusual gentleness and whose outer 
side comes up sharply. The purpose of digging the ditch in this manner, 
apart from supporting tall walls on loose soil, is perhaps as follows. In 
the first place, the lowest point of the ditch, the most vulnerable point 
for the attacker, is at an unusual distance. There is a minimum down- 
wards angle at which the defenders (whether on top of the wall or inside 
it) will want to shoot. Consequently, the higher the wall, the further 
away from it one will want the lowest point of the ditch (the most vul- 
nerable for the attacker) to be. The mention of stables at the base of the 
wall in Appian's text is some indication that the defenders would have 
been shooting from the top of the wall, which in turn means that for a 
given height of wall the lowest point of the ditch would have to be a lit- 
tle further away. Secondly, the shallow angle is probably meant to guard 
against mines in the soft soil. 


(b) The base of the walls was full of stables. We cannot check the form 
of the ground storey; but an interesting word, “ahır”, “stable”, used 
during my visit of 1978 by one inhabitant of the nearby village to 
describe the north-east gate towers confirms that there may well have 
been stables in the walls at Arzan. It is easy to imagine local tradition 
changing, and the memory of stables being attached to whatever succes- 
sively remains, as the walls crumble. This, of course, includes the gate- 


3! Taylor 1865, 27. 
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towers, the one part of the wall which is not likely to have contained sta- 
bles. 


(c) Palace, park, hunting grounds and lakes. At Golamasya, 12 km. 
upstream of the walled area at Arzan, are some scattered and uninter- 
pretable ruins; much more could be seen in 1861. Taylor called them the 
ruins of a large town,* and there is good evidence that there was a large 
settlement here in the Middle Ages (sects. ҮШ.5 and уш.б in part Ш, 
forthcoming in REArm). 

Just to the east is the village (pl. 8), in which there is a pool lined with 
stone slabs. In 1981 I was told that until recently the pool's stone had 
been watertight; however somebody driving a bulldozer had disturbed 
the paving in his search for buried gold. Fish had been kept in the pool, 
though I did not find out if the fish had left the pool at the same time as 
the bulldozer had damaged the flagging. The existence of fish in the 
pool, said the locals, explained the village's Kurdish name of Golamasya 
(^fish-pool").? The water comes from a sulphurous spring in a nearby 
hill, and in 1981 was led from the pool in a channel to a mill at the level 
of the river and beneath the shelf stretching along the river's bank, on 
which both the walled site and Golamasya lie. Opposite the village of 
Golamasya is the castle of Zercel Kale, on a hill-top well above the 
river: this will be discussed in the next sub-section. 

I did not ask to see the pool; it was only afterwards that I realised its 
significance. A pool lined with flagstones is quite abnormal in a village 
and, whatever the pool's dimensions, the nature of its purpose needs 
explanation. The water flows down to a mill, but the pool, which is well 
away from and above the mill, is not needed and was not designed for 
the mill’s purposes. To water cattle? Much more likely, the pool is one 
of Tigran's Aípvat: the word can sometimes mean “pool”. Why would 
Tigran have wanted a pool or pools, perhaps near or outside his palace? 
Perhaps it was, as in the Middle Ages (sect. VIII.6, in part III) and 
recently, a fish-pool. Fish, in popular Zoroastrian custom, are eaten in 
the New Year. 

Perhaps the ruins just south-west of the village are on the site of 
Tigran's Baoí(Aseia, or some building connected with it? No other site 


32 Present state, Sinclair 11.299; Taylor 1865, 27-8. 

33 “Gol” is the Turkish “göl”, “lake”; “masi” in Kurdish means “fish”, and 
“masiya” is perhaps a shortened form of the plural “masiyan” (McCarus 1958, 48). “-а” 
will be the izafet infix which forms the complex term “pool of fishes". At the time of 
Taylor's visit in 1861 the village was called “Каш Masee", "Fish Spring"; Kurdish 
“Каш” means "spring". 
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for the BaoíA.e1 has been found so far, though no thorough search has 
been made. In any case the few stones that we can see are no doubt the 
remains of later buildings. Still, the site is near the pool; perhaps the 
palace housed a temple? 

As for the parks and hunting-grounds, the flat shelf, about 3 km. wide, 
along the east bank of the Garzan Su, would easily provide space for these. 
With the hunting-ground Tigran was probably imitating the Parthian kings. 


(d) The strong fortress (фрорртоу) near the city. At the start of Sextil- 
ius' siege of Tigranocerta, he dug a ditch round the city and fortress 
(84). It was this fortress to which the 6,000-strong detachment of 
Armenian cavalry broke through the besieging Romans and rescued 
Tigran's concubines (85). The mound on the south-west side of the city 
may well be the fortress. At any rate the fortress is likely to have been 
near the city wall, otherwise the Romans are unlikely to have been able 
to blockade by digging the same ditch. There is an alternative fort, that 
at the tip of the triangular promontory. Taylor's sketch-plan, however, 
presents this fort as one which is secondary to the overall outline of the 
walls, and in any case it is within the walls: the description requires that 
it be outside them. 


(e) The hill behind Tigranes of which possession is taken by Lucullus. 
From the hill-top, Lucullus' troops then rush down on Tigran's baggage- 
carriers, whose flight causes the rout of Tigran's army. (85) 

Here we shall anticipate the argument of the next sub-section, which 
concerns Plutarch's account of the same capture of Tigranocerta by 
Lucullus. More clues are given by Plutarch as to the identity of the hill. 
It will be argued that Plutarch's flat-topped hill is that now topped by 
Zercel Kale opposite Golamasya. 

In Appian's account Lucullus descends on the baggage-train, in front 
of which is the infantry, and in front of that again the cavalry. Tigran's 
infantry and cavalry are trapped between the hill, to one side; the river, 
on the opposite side from the hill; the Roman cavalry in front; and the 
baggage-train behind. Lucullus' descent on the baggage-train is a formi- 
dable and cold-blooded manoeuvre; the panic of the baggage-train prob- 
ably formed part of Lucullus' calculation. 


(f) The spaces between the towers of Tigranocerta's wall. The existence 
of spaces between the towers only tells us that there were towers, which 
of course does not help in the interpretation of Arzan's walls. Still, in 
excavations (of whichever site) the point might come in useful. 
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To sum up the value of Appian's account in the attempt to identify 
Tigranocerta: in respect of the walls’ height, the stables, palace, park, 
hunting grounds and lakes, and of the fortress and hill captured by 
Lucullus, Appian's text furnishes useful clues as to the built structures 
and location of Tigranocerta. Of these clues some strongly suggest 
Arzan, others are at least consistent with the site. 


3. Plutarch, Life of Lucullus XXv.3-XXIX4. Lucullus’ capture of Tigra- 
nocerta in 69 B.C.: a more detailed version. 


Plutarch's and Appian's accounts each mention details that the other 
does not. Beside the question of consistency between Plutarch and the 
topography of Arzan and its district, we have to raise the question of 
consistency between Appian and Plutarch, on the assumption of Arzan 
and its environs as the scene of events. 

ХХУ.3-5: Mithrobarzanes, Tigranes’ deputy, attacks Lucullus’ camp 
outside Tigranocerta, but is defeated. Tigranes decides to abandon Tigra- 
nocerta, and flees to the Taurus. 

ХХУІ.3-5: Tigranes decides to attack Lucullus, after being joined by so 
many forces from diverse regions of his empire. ххуп.1-2: he crosses the 
Taurus and looks down on the Roman army besieging Tigranocerta. 
Lucullus divides his forces: one part is to engage Tigran and the other is 
to continue the siege. 

XXVIL3. Lucullus [with the first part of his army, which is to attack 
Tigranes], encamps by the river in a great plain. Tigran and his army 
scoff at the small size of Lucullus' forces. Next day, Lucullus' troops are 
wearing their full armour. Tigran's army is to the east of the river. How- 
ever the river takes a turn to the west at the point where it is easiest to 
ford. Lucullus leads his troops "in that direction" first, and Tigran 
thinks he is retreating. His mistake is pointed out to him: the Roman 
force is in full armour and battle dress. Lucullus’ force then turns to 
cross the river. Tigran cries out “What, are they attacking?" and, in 
great confusion, his army forms up. The king is with the main body, and 
there is a left and a right wing; in front of the latter is the bulk of the cat- 
aphracts [heavily armoured cavalry]. 

ххуш.1. Lucullus crosses the river. ххуш2. Tigranes’ cataphracts are 
stationed at the foot of a hill crowned by a broad and level space. The 
approach to the hill [from the ford] is only about four stades, and neither 
rough nor steep. Lucullus orders his Thracian and Galatian cavalry to 
attack Tigranes' cavalry in the flank. ххуш.з. With two cohorts, Lucul- 
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lus hastens eagerly towards the hill and reaches the top. ххуш.4. Не 
charges down the hill, and Tigranes' mail-clad cavalry flee. Tigranes 
flees. 

XXIX 2-3. The Greeks in Tigranocerta have mutinied against the Armen- 
ians, and are ready to hand the city over to Lucullus. So Lucullus 
assaults and captures the city. 


Lucullus, to attack Tigranes, camped by the river in a great plain 
(ххупз). Such a great plain exists, stretching all the way along the east 
bank from the walled site of Arzan to Golamasya and further upstream. 
Tigranes’ army, according to the text, is to the east of the river (XXVIL3). 

Тће river took a turn to the west at the point where it was easiest to 
ford (xxviL3). The Garzan Su does make a turn from south to south- 
west, just upstream of Zercel Kale and Golamasya. It is just by Gola- 
masya that the river is easiest to ford.*4 Given the difficulty in a battle of 
remembering directions (north, south etc.) and the difficulty of preserv- 
ing the memory in the transmission to Plutarch's pen, it is understand- 
able that Plutarch should say “west” rather than “south-west”. 

Lucullus led his troops “іп that direction" [the reference of the phrase 
will be discussed] first, and Tigranes thought he was retreating (XXVIL3) 
[again the reason why Tigranes thought so will be discussed below]. 
Then Tigranes is disabused of his mistake, and forms up his troops. 
Lucullus crosses the river. Tigranes’ cavalry were stationed at the foot of 
the hill, in front of his left wing. 

The “considerable hill” is admirably matched by the hill of Zercel 
Kale (pl. 7), the flatness of whose top is striking (in reality the hill 
belongs in origin to the plateau at the edge of the hill massif; it was iso- 
lated by the carving of deep ravines in the plateau's surface)’. Moreover 
Zercel Kale is just downstream of the river’s turn to the south-west. So 
Tigranes’ army is ranged between the hill of Zercel Kale and the river. 

But from now on difficulties are encountered in the attempt to fit 
Plutarch’s account with the topography of Zercel Kale and the Garzan 
Su. Tigranes first supposes that Lucullus is retreating, then realises he is 


34 The Mesopotamia Handbook 1917 (p.307) says that at Golamasya the river divides 
into six streams, even in flood, so that the river is fordable even in flood. This point, 
though, must be a little upstream, or less likely downstream, of our fording-point in 1981, 
which was dead opposite Golamasya. 

35 The ravines, in other words, form those sides of the hill which face the remainder 
of the plateau. The other sides of the hill fall further, as they belong to the escarpment 
delimiting the plateau as a whole. That escarpment falls to the strip of flat land by the 
river. 
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attacking: Lucullus then crosses the river. This means that before Lucul- 
lus crosses, Tigran's army and Lucullus' force must be on opposite sides 
of the river. On the other hand Lucullus, we have argued, has encamped 
on the east bank; but the text says that Tigranes was on the east bank. So 
the text is incompatible with the topography. 

Another difficulty arises. The hill of Zercel Kale is on the west bank. 
So if Tigran's cataphracts are to be beneath that hill, his army as a whole 
must be on the west bank, contradicting the text on a second count. 

Why does Tigranes wrongly suppose that Lucullus is retreating? He 
can only do so if Lucullus’ direction of march is deceptive or ambigu- 
ous. On the supposition that Tigran is on the river's west bank, inside 
the river's bend, it is ambiguous. Lucullus is marching upstream on the 
east bank. If, having reached the bend, he continues in the same direc- 
tion, he will be distancing himself from Tigran's forces and gradually 
draw away from the river. Tigranes supposes, wrongly, that he will do 
just this, and so imagines he is retreating. A retreat by continuing in the 
same direction beyond the river's bend is the first alternative. The sec- 
ond alternative is that Lucullus will turn left and cross at the bend, then 
attack Tigranes. As far as the bend he will march along exactly the same 
line as he would if the first alternative were to be true. Tigranes fails to 
see the ambiguity in Lucullus’ direction of march. 

However there can only be an ambiguity on the assumption that 
Tigranes has drawn up his troops on the west bank. The text, therefore, 
contradicts the topography on a third count. 

One could argue that the wrong site for Tigranocerta had been chosen, 
which is why the topography will not fit. Alternatively one could assume 
that Plutarch's narrative is too confused to allow a systematic corre- 
spondence with local topography. But the mismatch with the district of 
Аттап in all three cases of incompatibility is a simple matter of compass 
directions. If we say that Tigran was to the west of the river rather than 
the east, the text fits well and no confusion remains. Assuming a mistake 
in the text is not a solution to be accepted easily, but the result is a good 
match, and we shall see that the district of Arzan fits much better than 
the local topographies of Silvan or Kızıltepe. 

The battle will now be re-run, with Tigran on the west bank and 
Lucullus, as before, on the east, approaching from the direction of the 
walled city. The stream takes a turn to the west (for the time being we 
will keep the assumption of a westward, not a south-westward, turn) at 
the easiest fording-point. Lucullus approaches that point, and Tigran 
thinks he is retreating. (See fig. 2.) 
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Tigran supposes Lucullus is not about to ford the stream at the bend 
and attack him. Instead he thinks that, having reached the bend, Lucul- 
lus will not cross, but continue in the same direction and gradually dis- 
tance himself from his, Tigran's, troops. Of course his troops' battle- 
dress and armour should make it clear, to the accurate observer, that he 
intends to cross the river and attack. Here is Tigran's mistake, inspired 
by contempt. The reconstruction will work, of course, if the river turns 
south-west (which it does) rather than west. 

When Lucullus crosses, he is confronted by an army composed of: the 
main body, including Tigran; a left wing and a right wing; and in front 
of the latter the cataphracts, who are at the foot of the hill. 

Here again difficulties arise. If its enemy had just crossed to the west 
bank at the bend, an army beneath Zercel Kale would have to face east 
(really north-east on the true orientation). Zercel Kale would be to the 
Armenians' left. Yet according to the text, the cataphracts, who were at 
the foot of the hill, were in front of the right wing. 

Otherwise, again, the local topography fits excellently. The most pru- 
dent way out of the contradiction seems, again, to assume a simple mis- 
take. Plutarch should have said the cataphracts, who were at the foot of 
the hill, were in front of Tigran's left; instead he says the right wing. 
(See fig. 2.) After this, the question is whether Silvan or Kiziltepe can do 
any better. 

But to try to reconcile Plutarch and Appian, given the assumption that 
events take place at the Golamasya ford, is much more difficult. At least 
they agree broadly about Lucullus' use of the hill. But Appian has 
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Fig. 2. Lucullus’ defeat of Tigranes, according to Plutarch. 
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Lucullus draw the Armenian cavalry forward in a feint; in Plutarch there 
is no mention of a feint, except in so far as the attack of the Thracian and 
Galatian cavalry on the cataphracts is such. From the hill, Lucullus attacks 
the baggage-carriers according to Appian, but the cataphracts according to 
Plutarch. However enough points of agreement remain to make us think 
the two authors are drawing ultimately on the same sources for the same 
battle. So the two authors agree on the general turn of events in the battle 
and are consistent with several distinctive features of local topography, if 
the two simple mistakes in Plutarch's version are assumed. 


4. Ptolemy У.13.22. Mama and Tigranocerta 


As Hewsen* has pointed out, Ptolemy mentions both Майра and Tigra- 
nocerta in his list of cities of southern Armenia, which, taken at face 
value, means that Maipa cannot be Tigranocerta. “Маіра” may well be 
a version of a forerunner of Syriac “Maipherqat”, and would therefore 
be a predecessor, no doubt on the same site, of Martyropolis, which was 
founded c.410 and known in Syriac as Maiphergat and in Arabic as 
Mayyafariqin. This implies that Tigranocerta cannot be Silvan. Nor can 
it be Kiziltepe, which for Ptolemy would not have been part of Armenia 
at all. By elimination one might suppose that Ptolemy’s information 
points to Arzan. 

The same list in Ptolemy also contains the city of Cholimma. As we 
shall argue in sect. уш5 (part Ш, forthcoming), the latter form very 
likely represents a local name which re-appears in the sixth century in 
the Greek form Chlomaron and in the early seventh century in the 
Armenian form K‘timar. These names, it will be argued, designate the 
city of Arzan. By the same argument as above, if Ptolemy designates the 
city of Arzan under the name Cholimma, he cannot designate it under 
the name Tigranocerta. It cannot, therefore, be Tigranocerta. 

The solution must be that Ptolemy supports none of the candidates, 
because his information dates from a time before the foundation of 
Tigranocerta. The name “Tigranocerta” was then added to the list, but 
the name which designated the predecessor settlement was not with- 
drawn. However while it is true to say that Ptolemy’s text fails to sup- 
port any of the candidates, it is not true to say it fails to provide reasons 
for ruling one of them out. By placing Tigranocerta in southern Arme- 
nia, Ptolemy suggests it is not Kiziltepe. 


36 Hewsen 1985, 77. 
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5. Pliny the Elder, Natural History 6.9.26 


"Oppida celebrantur in [Armenia] Minore Caesarea, Aza, Nicopolis, in 
Maiore Arsamosata Euphrati proximum, Tigri Carcathiocerta, in excelso 
autem Tigranocerta, at in campis iuxta Araxen Artaxata." 


Тһе phrase “іп excelso autem" is puzzling. Carcathiocerta, the present 
Egil, lies above the gorge of the Ergani Maden Su, a branch of the 
Tigris,” and so could, with allowances, be called near the Tigris. But to 
say "in excelso autem" of Tigranocerta, if Tigranocerta is Arzan, is 
strange, given that *autem" should contrast Carcathiocerta and Tigra- 
nocerta. The case for calling Egil “іп excelso" is far better than for 
Arzan. Next Pliny contrasts Artaxata with Tigranocerta, and by saying 
“іп campis iuxta Araxen" appears to imply that Tigranocerta either was 
not among fields or was not by a river. If at Arzan, it was probably 
among fields and certainly by a river. 

Pliny was badly informed about Armenia,’ and it is likely he is being 
maladroit, though not entirely ignorant, here. One possible explanation 
is simple. “Іп excelso" could certainly describe the promontory of walls, 
partly jutting out into the river above a steep bank, and there is no such 
feature at Artaxata; "in campis" might be thought to do duty as a way 
of saying so. 

The likely explanation is more complicated. The hill of Zercel Kale 
upstream of the city of Arzan would much more justly be described as 
“іп excelso". Of course that hill is not part of the city of Arzan, but it 
could be described as part of the general complex of settlements brought 
into being at the time of Tigranocerta's foundation. If mistakes of mem- 
ory and understanding occurred in the process of transmission of infor- 
mation from Pliny's ultimate sources to Pliny himself, then what started 
as an attribute of the hill may have ended as an attribute of the city. 

In sect. уш.6 (part III, forthcoming) below it will be argued that ап 
Arabic source of the 13th century A.D. fails to make any distinction 
between Arzan and Zercel Kale. Information about the one is combined 
with information about the other as if both were pertinent to the same 
site. The probable reason is that the city does to an extent rise above the 
river as Zercel Kale does, and the Arabic word “даГа” is applicable to 


37 Sinclair ш.196-9. 

38 Nat. Hist. 6.31.129: acording to Pliny, the Tigris first goes through lakes Arethusa 
and Thespitis (? Hazar Gólü and L.Van), goes underground and re-emerges. Pliny 
accepts, apparently with some reserve, that at one point the Tigris and Arsanias (Lower 
Euphrates) are so close together that in flood they are contiguous, but do not mingle. 
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Zercel Kale, the riverside citadel of Arzan on the promontory and the 
whole of the walled site of Arzan. 

A similar confusion may lie beneath Pliny's phrase. This is not so 
much the transfer of an attribute from one site to another as the confu- 
sion of one site with the other. At any rate it is clear that Pliny's ultimate 
sources, whatever they were, may have contained much more informa- 
tion than that appearing in Pliny's text. In transmission, elements of the 
original information could have been dislocated and wrongly re-assem- 
bled. 

Тће above is only a possibility. Pliny's text fits Arzan, but very awk- 
wardly. Silvan апа Kızıltepe fare better. 


6. Finds of coins 


Herzfeld learnt that many coins of Tigran had been found at Аггап.? A 
good number of Tigran's coins was found іп the Nisibis hoard;*° on the 
other hand Silvan has no coins of Tigran to show, nor does Kızıltepe, 
though other coins of the Classical period have been found there*!. 


7. Local tradition 


In 1978 the agha (lord) of the village of Seyhyunus, about a kilometre 
south of Arzan, told me the local tradition connected with the city site at 
Arzan: its king went to Amasya and married the daughter of its king! 
Amasya was the capital of Mithridates's kingdom of Pontus, and Tigran 
married his daughter. The agha did not mention the name Tigranocerta 
or Arzan, or the names Tigran or Mithridates. Nevertheless the story 
may well be a memory of Tigran. No such accurate memory of him is 
preserved, as far as I know, at Silvan or Kızıltepe. 


8. A previous settlement 


Appian (Mithridatic War 67) says that Tigran settled his Cappadocian 
captives in Tigranocerta, where he had assumed the crown of Armenia. 
Since the latter event must have taken place soon after his accession to 


3 Guyer 1916, 207 n.2, quoted by Dillemann, 263. Guyer does not say Herzfeld went 
to the site, and he could have heard of the coins without going there. Taylor (1865, 27) 
reports extraordinary quantities of coins from Arzan, without giving any dates. Kiepert 
(1873, 187) saw the relevance of the coins to Tigranocerta. For more on Kiepert, 
see n. 29. 

40 Seyrig 1955, quoted Dillemann 81, n.3. 

41 See p. 238. 
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the throne, and all his conquests came before the foundation of the city, 
Appian's text, taken seriously, implies that Tigran chose as site for 
Tigranocerta the place, no doubt a town, where he had been crowned. 
Some do want to take seriously this deduction from Appian,” but for 
others the idea of choosing the site for such a vain or sentimental reason 
may seem literary embroidery. However it does not matter if Appian 
was right or wrong. 

In section уш.з (part Ш, forthcoming) we shall be arguing, from 6th- 
and 7th-century evidence, that in the late 6th century A.D. the city at 
Arzan was known, in Greek, by the name of Chlomaron. That this is so 
near the name Kullimmeri known from Assyrian texts concerned with 
9th- and particularly 7th-century B.C. fighting in the area suggests that 
there was a settlement on the same site before the foundation of Tigra- 
nocerta. In section 4 above it was also argued, ultimately from the same 
6th- and 7th-century evidence, that Ptolemy's Cholimma was Chlo- 
maron. That, too, would imply a previous settlement on the site of 
Arzan. 

From the sources concerned with the late sixth century A.D. it is clear 
that the Aphoumon of that period was a settlement near Chlomaron; 
drawing on the proposition, admittedly, that Zercel Kale was the site of 
the 7th-century B.c. local capital of Ubbume, it will be concluded in sect. 
VIIL3 (again in part Ш, forthcoming) that Aphoumon was Zercel Kale. 
But, even doing without the identification of Ubbume with Zercel Kale, 
the clues seemed to fit the equation of Aphoumon and Zercel Kale. So it 
is reasonable to look for Ubbume at Zercel Kale. 

The clues from the Assyrian evidence fit. Ubbume was the capital of 
Supria, a kingdom which seems to have been more or less coterminous 
with Aljnik'. The fortified town “rested on top of a mighty mountain 
like a cloud”: making allowances for Assyrian hyperbole, it is easy to 
recognise Zercel Kale here. In 673 Esarhaddon of Assyria had a ramp 
built in order to capture Ubbume; the inhabitants set fire to the ramp; 
but the flames were “turned toward" Ubbume and its wall was burned, 
whereas the ramp was not seriously damaged. This again is suggestive 
of Zercel Kale, where the deep ravines might have required a ramp for 
some such instrument as a battering-ram, and where the flames from 
burning material thrown on to the ramp might have started to burn the 
walls on account of the slope.” 


? E.g. Lehmann-Haupt 1910, 1.382. 
43 From the Assyrian records collected in Luckenbill. (a) Ubbume. п, nos.598-600 
(mountain; ramp); cf. no.593 (cause of reprisal). (b) Kullimmeri. п, no.553 (city); no.608 
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By the time of the foundation of Tigranocerta Supria was part of 
Greater Armenia, but the capital of the district was no doubt at one of 
the sites along this stretch of the Garzan Su. Above (Iv.3) it was argued 
that the hill of Zercel Kale was the hill by gaining which Lucullus 
defeated Tigran in 69 B.c.. That suggests that no settlement stood on top 
of the hill by that date. Perhaps, then, the local capital was at Kullim- 
meri, later Arzan. On the other hand Ubbume might have moved to 
Golamasya (to be the site of Tigran's баоТАета), and functioned as cap- 
ital on the new site. 

Тһе rival site at Silvan can also claim a predecessor settlement, if we 
admit that the Maipa mentioned by Ptolemy in the 2nd century A.D. prob- 
ably also existed in the early 1st century B.C.. But Silvan cannot claim 
the respectability of the Assyrian sources or the likelihood of having 
been the capital of a small kingdom. 


9. Summary and conclusion 


The information in the BP and Eutropius led us to examine Arzan as a 
candidate for the site of Tigranocerta. The size and layout of Arzan in 
themselves recommended the site as that of a late Hellenistic foundation, 
capital of a large kingdom. We found a striking correspondence between 
the site of Arzan and the terse comments on the built structures and other 
features of Tigranocerta made by Tacitus in the Annals. Certain details in 
Appian's account of the capture of Tigranocerta in 69 B.C. again corre- 
spond in a striking manner to features of the site and its environs. In par- 
ticular, the Михал mentioned as being in the environs of Tigranocerta 
find a remarkable counterpart in the stone-lined pool at Golamasya. 
Plutarch's more detailed description of the city's capture by Lucullus 
in 69 B.C. again assumes a local topography which, apart from certain 
errors, is accurately matched by Arzan and the nearby area of Gola- 
masya and Zercel Kale. In particular, it is remarkable how well the hill 
of Zercel Kale corresponds to Plutarch’s “flat-topped hill", which 


(city); no.854 (with Ubbume). The coincidence of names was first pointed out by Mark- 
wart (1901, 159) and taken up by Hübschmann (1904, 307) to show that 6th-century 
Chlomaron and Aphoumon had predecessor settlements. Hübschmann quotes from an 
edition of the Assyrian documents different to Luckenbill’s. See also Diakonoff 84, 90-1. 

On Supria, Diakonoff, index, "Subria", esp. pp. 83, 84, 86, 88, 90-1. Diakonoff puts 
the kingdom in the Sasun mountains, no doubt because he misinterprets the passage con- 
cerning the siege (Luckenbill п, nos.598-600), and because he follows Adontz in placing 
Ubbume and Aphoumon in the hills south of the Kulp basin, where the modern village of 
Fum lies. 
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played so critical a role in Tigran's defeat. Plutarch's account strongly 
suggests Arzan as the site of Tigranocerta, provided that certain errors in 
respect of compass directions are assumed to have been made. 

Other arguments are minor, but worth considering. Pliny's “іп 
excelso", probably a highly distorted piece of information, is at least 
consistent with Arzan; marginal pointers are provided by the finds of 
coins and by the local tradition of the king whose daughter married the 
king of Amasya. 


V. STRABO AND THE 37 MILES OF TACITUS 


After examining the strong case for Arzan, it is now time to look at the 
two authors whose evidence has been held to militate against either Sil- 
van or Arzan. 


1. Strabo 


Х1.124 апа ХУ1.1.23. Тһе phrase which above all has decided scholars in 
favour of siting Tigranocerta on the Mesopotamian plain is 
то Маалоу, то блеркешеуоу тїс Nioípiog брос Kai tov Ттура- 
VOKEPTOV 


“Masius, the mountain which lies above Nisibis and Tigranocerta” 
(X1.12.4). 


There is a second, which at any rate in respect of Tigranocerta carries 
the same information: 
(Antioch of Mygdonia) оло тф Macio кешеуђу xai Ттурауокерта, Kai 
Каррас .... 


(Antioch of Mygdonia, i.e. Nisibis) “which lies below Masius, and 
Tigranocerta, and Carrhae ....” (Xvr123). 


This seems to place Tigranocerta in a line of cities, all of which lie south 
of the Tur Abdin-Mazi Dag range, in Mesopotamia. 

Strabo's account of Armenia as a whole (X1.14.1-16), though cursory, is 
accurate, provided certain of the geographical terms in the north and 
north-east are elucidated. It is just in the southern region of Armenia, 
where he deals with the Taurus, Mt. Masius and Sophene, that Strabo's 
text betrays a pervasive muddle. For clarity's sake we will explain the 
geographical terms first. 

Тһе Taurus is an important mountain range which starts in western 
Anatolia near the south coast, and stretches eastward as far as the district 
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south of Lake Van, where it turns gradually towards the south. By the 
time it begins to progress southward, the range is known as the Zagros, 
and forms the present border between Iran and Iraq. The Anti-Taurus is 
a lower range which starts north-eastward from a knot of mountains in 
the Taurus at the northern corner of Cilicia. To the south of and separ- 
ated from the Taurus, and roughly parallel to it, is a belt of limestone 
hills stretching from Cudi Dag in the east to a point not far south-east 
of Karaca Dağ in the west. To the south of these hills is the 
Mesopotamian plain. At a point adjoining Karaca Dağ on its south-west 
side the belt of hills resumes: the range always stands in a clear escarp- 
ment out of the Mesopotamian plain until the Euphrates is reached. The 
limestone hills are broken through by the river Tigris just west of Cudi 
Dag. Immediately west of the Tigris gorge is a sector known as the Tur 
Abdin. The sector west of Mardin is called the Mazi Dag: this stretches 
up to the vicinity of Karaca Dağ. In strict terms there is a part of these 
limestone hills between the Tur Abdin and Mazi Dag which lacks а 
name. 

The river Tigris rises in the Taurus mountains (it has various 
branches) and is forced to make its sharp easterly turn by just this belt of 
limestone hills. It only turns south again by breaking through the hills. 
The district between the Taurus to the north, the Tur Abdin-Mazi Dag 
hills to the south and Karaca Dağ to the west is the Tigris basin. 

In Classical and Late Classical times the south-western border of 
Armenian territory, though not necessarily of the kingdom of Greater 
Armenia, came through the Tigris basin in such a way that only its west- 
ern end was not Armenian territory. The Tur Abdin-Mazi Dag hills were 
not Armenian territory either. The kingdom of Sophene, which only 
existed in the Classical period, comprised the west part of the Armenian 
territory in the Tigris basin (the border would have been the Batman Su) 
and, north of the Taurus, an area in the corner between Taurus and Anti- 
Taurus. (The kingdom of Sophene was larger than the later Cop'k 
Mec/Sophanene. The latter was confined to the west half of the Tigris 
basin, and did not occupy all of that, since its northern, more hilly areas 
constituted the district of Angl tun/Ingilene.) 

Strabo's muddle is to assume that the Tur Abdin-Mazi Dag hills, 
which he calls Mt. Masius, are part of the Taurus range. The result is 
that the Tigris basin is squeezed out of existence, and there 15 nowhere 
to put Tigranocerta but south of the Tur Abdin-Mazi Dağ hills, along 
with Nisibis. Even in the passage where the first of the phrases quoted 
occur, the muddle can be detected. 
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х1.12.4. The mountains on the south [Strabo has just dealt with the Anti- 
Taurus and other ranges further north-east], as they stretch eastward 
from Cappadocia and Commagene are, at the beginning, called the Tau- 
rus tout simple and the Taurus separates Sophene and the rest of Arme- 
nia from Mesopotamia: some, however, call [this sector] the Gordyaean 
mountains. Among these are Masius, the mountain which lies above 
Nisibis and Tigranocerta. Then the range rises higher and is called 
Niphates. [Then follows a mention of the sources of the Tigris, which 
Strabo places too far east.] From the Niphates the chain extends further 
and further, and forms the Zagrian mountain, which separates Media and 
Babylonia ... 


Masius is made out to be part of Taurus; Sophene and the rest of Arme- 
nia are said to be separated from Mesopotamia by the Taurus range, 
because there is nowhere south of the Taurus for them to go" 


It is in the light of such a confusion that the second passage concerning 
Tigranocerta quoted above (XVI.1.23) should be judged. 

Syme suggests (1983, 63) that the two passages of Strabo which place 
Tigranocerta below Mt. Masius, and with which this section began, 
belong, Strabo's additions apart, to an earlier author's text, written 
before the foundation of Tigranocerta. Strabo incorporated sections of 
the previous author's text into his own, and introduced into them the 
mention of Tigranocerta. Certainly the grammar of the two passages 


44 [n other passages where the subject is Sophene only, and not places in the Tigris 
basin to the east of Sophene, the mistake does not matter, or conceivably is not made: 
ХІ.14.2, “Masius is the range which lies above and to the north of the Mygdonians of 
Mesopotamia, in whose country is Nisibis; to the north lies Sophene, between Masius and 
the Anti-Taurus". These statements are surely correct! 

I find it hard to agree with Syme (1983, 64), who says that in this passage Mt. Masius 
is equated with the Taurus. Syme accepts Strabo's definition of Sophene as lying between 
Taurus and Anti-Taurus (Х1.12.4), whereas in fact it spread south of the Taurus, precisely 
as far as Masius. Syme is wrong also to say that “Masius” means “mountain” in Armen- 
jan. 

45 Syme (1983, 65) deals with two more passages in Strabo: хп.2.9, where, as before, 
the implication is that Tigranocerta is in Mesopotamia. Tigran's Cappadocian captives are 
forced to move to Mesopotamia, and for the most part Tigran uses them to people Tigran- 
ocerta. The second is the problem of X1.14.15: 

ет, тособтоу ô ёборӨғіс xai плоду Ектісе nAnotov тїс Tpnptag 
Syme solves this by pointing to Pliny's use of Tigranocerta and Iberia as the southern and 
northern limits of Armenia (Nat. Hist. 6.27). Since the former capital of Armenia, Artax- 
ata, lay near Iberia, Syme plausibly suggests that a phrase such as <дутілолоу th йрў- 
aig. t> has dropped out in front of tANoiov ths "Ipnpíac. This would contrast Artax- 
ata and Tigranocerta both as cities and as landmarks at opposite ends of Armenia. 
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supports this. The argument as to Strabo's adaptation of a pre-existing 
text is independent of that concerning his mistake about Masius; but on 
the assumption that he made the mistake about Masius, it also tells us 
how he introduced that mistake into his text. 


2. The 37 miles of Tacitus 


In the narrative of the Parthian siege of Tigranocerta in A.D. 61, the text 
of Tacitus' Annals (xv.5) gives the distance of 37 miles between Nisibis 
and Tigranocerta. This corresponds exactly to the 55 km. in a direct line 
between modern Nusaybin and Kızıltepe, а town on the Mesopotamian 
plain. This statement has been held to clinch the case for Tigranocerta's 
having been built at what is now Кал Шере.46 

In section viL4" we shall point out that two medieval Arab geogra- 
phers give the same figure between Nusaybin and Arzan (not, admit- 
tedly, Tigranocerta), but in parasangs rather than miles. The phrase 
detailing the distance of 37 miles, it will be argued, comes ultimately 
from a map, whose form was related to that of the Tabula Peutingeri- 
ana. However the distances on this map were given in parasangs, not 
miles. The phrase detailing the distance of 37 miles in Tacitus' text is 
the result of an interpolation of the Middle Ages: after the interpolation 
the unit of distance was changed from parasangs to miles. 

Even without the evidence of the Arab geographers, the argument 
from the figure of 37 miles in Tacitus' text is subject to serious objec- 
tions. Would Tacitus or anybody else have had access to a straight-line 
measurement along the ground? If the track in question really did go 
dead straight, was it accurately measured? However the Tabula Peutin- 
geriana, our only source for the alignments of roads in the period, does 
not give a straight-line route, in so far as Kiziltepe features on it at all. 
The route goes through Amouda, which lies a few km. south of the 
straight line between the two sites (see sect. VIL4). It would be fairer to 
measure along this alignment to start with. The correspondence with the 
37 miles of Tacitus would then not be so close. 


3. Conclusion 


We saw in sects. III and Iv that the site of Arzan matches with remark- 
able closeness the features suggested by various Classical texts. The pre- 


46 E.g. Dillemann 252-3. 
47 [n the second part of this article, forthcoming in REArm. 
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sent section deals, in the first place, with two passages from Strabo 
which have been interpreted as demonstrating that Tigranocerta lay 
south of the Mazi Dag-Tur Abdin range. Syme's argument strongly indi- 
cates that Strabo confused that range with the Taurus. Since Strabo 
states that Tigranocerta lay below Mt. Masius, the most cogent deduc- 
tion to be made from his evidence is that Tigranocerta lay below the 
Taurus, which means between the Taurus mountains and the Mazi Dag- 
Tur Abdin range. Both Silvan and Arzan lie between the two ranges, and 
Strabo's text therefore argues for both with equal strength. This means 
that Arzan's claim is consistent with Strabo's text, rather than incompat- 
ible with it. Strabo's evidence, therefore, does not damage the argument 
of sects. ш and гу, which developed the case for Arzan. 

A similar point applies in connection with the passage in Tacitus’ 
Annals which gives 37 miles as the distance between Nisibis and Tigran- 
ocerta. Although the provenance and reliability of the statement in Tac- 
itus' text have yet to be discussed, it can at least be said at this stage that 
the statement's provenance and reliability are in doubt. This in turn 
means that the text does not unambiguously favour Kiziltepe as the site 
of Tigranocerta, and correspondingly it does not damage the case for 
Arzan. Our comments on this passage of Tacitus, however, do not con- 
stitute an obstacle to the candidature of Silvan or even of Kızıltepe. 


APPENDIX 


ARGUMENTS FOR SILVAN AND KIZILTEPE 
1. Silvan 


Silvan lies on a shelf in the lower levels of the Taurus foothills. It over- 
looks from a good height the flat or undulating floor of the Tigris basin 
to the south. The Batman Su flows beneath the “shelf” on its east side, 
as a tongue of easy land pushes into the hills at this point. The Late Clas- 
sical and medieval city's walled area took the form of a rough quadrilat- 
eral about 650 m. long from east to west and 500 yards wide from north 
to south. 

The story of the city's foundation, as Martyropolis, in about Ар. 410 
by bishop Marutha rests on good evidence: the bishop brought back the 
bones of the martyrs killed by Shahpur II in Persia, and buried them here 
in a church which he built. Still, by itself this foundation story would not 
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preclude the prior existence of a city. The city played an important role 
in the border fighting between Byzantine and Persians in the sixth cen- 
tury. In the tenth century it became the capital of Sayf al-Dawla, a 
resourceful opponent of the Byzantine push into Armenia at the time. 
The Kurdish Marwanid emirate also made Mayyafariqin (the city's Ara- 
bic name) its capital in the 11th century, and for a time in the 12th cen- 
tury the city was the base of a small branch of the Turkish Artukid 
dynasty. But in that century as a whole and in the first part of the 13th 
century it formed part of the dominions of the Mardin branch of the 
Artukids. After a period during which its territory formed a small estate 
in the mosaic of Ayyubid domains, it was captured by the Mongols in 
1258 and therafter played no important political role. АП four dynasties 
(Hamdanid, Marwanid, Artukid and Ayyubid) built copiously at Маууа- 
fariqin. Some of this building still stands, mainly on the walls. 

The case for equating Silvan with Tigranocerta was most extensively 
made out by Lehmann-Haupt in Armenien Einst und Jetzt, voll 
Lehmann-Haupt will be taken to represent the whole case. 


A. Tigranocerta in Aljnik* 


The 4th- and 5th-century evidence examined above is clear enough that 
Tigranocerta was in Aljnik' and not іп Cop'k' Mec (Gr. Sophanene). Sil- 
van, Gr. Martyropolis, was in Сорк“ Mec/Sophanene, in fact its chief 
town. 

Lehmann-Haupt (pp. 407-10) deals with the problem in an interesting 
way: by assuming that the town (not yet Martyropolis) was actually in 
Arzanene. In fact, to him it is an added argument in favour of Silvan’s 
candidature that Tigranocerta was in Aljnik*. King Pap (to whom the 
well-known inscription found at the city's north-western gate will later 
in Lehmann-Haupt's argument be attributed), when he recovered Atjnik* 
at the beginning of his reign (c.370-74), would have been specially glad 
of it, as Tigranocerta (at Silvan) lay in such a strategic position “at the 
entrance to the Armenian bergland" (p. 409) which lay to the north (p. 
390). When Shahpur II invaded Armenia the first city he attacked was 
Tigranocerta; in that case its position in Atjnik* (but at the site of Silvan) 
is to be expected (p. 409). Epip'an founded the martyrium at Tigra- 


45 Armenien is the most commonly consulted, but lacks references in many places and 
intertwines the author's visits to Silvan with his reasoning about Tigranocerta. Lehmann- 
Haupt wrote a better organised defence of the identification with Silvan in RE, 
“Tigranakert”’. 
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nocerta; this was the reason why it was later called Martyropolis 
(p. 421). 

In the part of Lehmann-Haupt's text discussed so far, no reasons are 
given for putting Martyropolis/Silvan in Atjnik'. When Lehmann- Haupt 
returns to the problem of Tigranocerta in the last chapter of vol. 1, how- 
ever, the argument goes as follows. Arzanene was put with Sophanene in 
the Byzantine province of Mesopotamia after the treaty of 591 (pp. 504- 
5). In the treaty of 363, admittedly, Arzanene and Sophanene were on 
opposite sides of the border (pp. 518-19). However (here the argument 
becomes debatable) Np'rkert, the district between the Hazro hills and the 
Farkin Su, should be treated with Arzanene and not with Sophanene in 
the period after 363 (p. 519). This explains why Tigranocerta was in 
Aljnik' when the latter was won back for Pap, and why Epip‘an could 
cross from Сорк“ Mec into a Tigranocerta in Arzanene. After the divi- 
sion of Armenia in 387, however, the fortress of Tigranocerta was too 
important for the Byzantines to let it stay in Persian hands (p. 519). The 
Justinianic period is then discussed (p. 519) and finally the events of 
588-91 are examined. In those years Martyropolis was first lost by the 
Byzantine empire, then regained in return for help given to the Persian 
emperor Khusraw II (pp. 519-20). 

Тһе argument is skilfully put together. A genuinely attested associa- 
tion of Arzanene and Sophanene, later than Pap and Epip'an, is referred 
to (pp. 504-5). Then a concession is made to the opposite point of view: 
Arzanene and Sophanene were on opposite sides of the border in 363 
(pp. 518-19). Straight after the concession comes the vital point: a cor- 
ner of Copk Mec, called Np'rkert, which happens to contain Tigra- 
nocerta/Silvan, should be treated along with Arzanene (p. 519), during a 
period in which Pap's recovery of Arzanene and Epip‘an’s foundation of 
a martyrium in Tigranocerta happen to fall. But later, after 387, Tigra- 
nocerta/Silvan suddenly reverts to being treated as part of Sophanene 
(p. 519). In other words it is only for 25 years that Lehmann-Haupt 
wishes, against all the evidence, to include Np'rkert in Arzanene. The 
discussion progresses to the Justinianic period, and the story of Marty- 
ropolis’ loss to Byzantium and subsequent recovery in the years 588-91. 
Тһе reader then leaves the subject, his unease at the sudden appearance 
and disappearance, over 25 years, of a small district in the north-east of 
Cop'k* Mec called Np'rkert allayed by the familiar train of events in the 
midst of which that district's short existence is placed. 

A town of Maipherqat/Np'rkert may plausibly be assumed to have 
existed in the middle and late 4th century, and Lehmann-Haupt's argu- 
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ment certainly depends on the assumption that it did. In that case it was 
no doubt the chief town of Cop*k* Mec/Sophanene. This in turn makes it 
doubly implausible that the north-east corner of Cop'k' Mec should have 
moved back and forth between Sophanene and Arzanene in so short a 
time. 

“Np rkert” as a district name, which of course is simply the Armen- 
ian name for the town (a mispronunciation of Syr. “Maipherqat’’), 
denotes the same district as *Cop'k' Мес”. It became current only in the 
early 7th century, when it is used by the Armenian Asxarhac оус” as a 
substitute for *Cop'k' Мес”. Later it was the standard term for the 
same region.?? Meanwhile, *Cop'k' Mec" dropped out of use at the end 
of the 6th century. The BP does not talk of Np'rkert at all, let alone in 
connection with Pap and Epip'an. 

To sum up, Lehmann-Haupt proposed that for a period of about 25 
years between A.D. 363 and 387 the north-east corner of Cop'k 
Mec/Sophanene, including the town of Maipherqat/Np'rkert, temporarily 
belonged to Atjnik'/Arzanene and was known, temporarily, as Np'rkert. 
Lehmann-Haupt's proposal, however, not only has no foundation, but is 
also highly implausible. It would require that, for no reason at all, this 
north-east corner of Cop'k' Mec was moved back and forth between 
Cop‘k* Mec and Atjnik* twice in 25 years. In fact if it were not for the 
order in which Lehmann-Haupt presented the narrative of events in 
Sophanene and Arzanene from the 4th to the 6th century, it is doubtful 
if this proposal would ever have been accepted. 


B. The Site 


1. Tacitus, Annals xv.iv. River, ditch and walls 


Lehmann-Haupt was struck, as he entered the ruinous Farkin of 1899, by 
the water-filled ditch: the Farkin Su, a tributary of the Batman Su, 
flowed along the west and south sides of the city wall; it also flowed 
along the north wall (it divided into two), but this branch was then 
brought southwards through the city to join the other branch on the 
city's south side. The east ditch was also fed by the river, but there was 
no outflow on this side. (P. 391.) So the east ditch, on Lehmann-Haupt's 
interpretation, is Tacitus’ “huge ditch"; on the remaining three sides 


? On the date of the А5х., Hewsen 1967, esp. pp.423-30. In the A&x., ed. Soukry 30; 
see Hübschmann 305. 
50 For examples, Hübschmann 308. 
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flows the wide river Nicephorius. The Farkin Su is, of course, not liter- 
ally wide (on occasion the breadth is not more than 3-4 m.); Tacitus's 
phrase, in Lehmann-Haupt's view, refers to quantity of water, not width. 
(p. 392.) In any case the wide river in question is the Batman Su, which 
Tacitus or his informant must have confused with the Farkin Su. (p. 391.) 

What Lehmann-Haupt saw was the result of extensive engineering 
work in the 10th and 11th centuries. бау? al-Dawla (after 960) 


“construisit l'aqueduc qui apporta l'eau de la ville. П le fit depuis l'origine 
méme de la source, dans le faubourg, le fit pénétrer en ville, par la Porte du 
Faubourg et l'amena jusqu'au chateau уіеих.”5! 


The Gate of the Suburb is the gate in the north wall by the north-west 
corner (pl. 10); the old citadel occupied the walled area's north-west 
согпег.?? 


[The Marwanid Nasr al-Dawla] “атепа l'eau à l'extrémité де la ville, dans 
le faubourg ouest, puis le fit pénétrer entre les deux remparts en passant à 
côté de la partie de la lice qui est dans le faubourg."? 


It would seem that the route taken by the river in 1899 was the result of 
human artifice in the 10th and 11th centuries. 

The *two ramparts" mentioned in the second passage are the inner 
and outer wall (see pl. 9).* The outer wall was built by the emperor Jus- 
tinian in the 6th century. The source (Procopius) explicitly tells us that 
there had previously been only one wall; a ditch outside that was dug by 
Justinian; and outside the ditch again a second wall was built. No men- 
tion in Procopius of filling the ditch with water. Procopius implies, of 
course, that previously there was no ditch outside the original wall, 
which was to become, under Justinian's hand, the inner wall. So no 
river, even in an artificial ditch, could have been flowing past the wall in 
the first century A.D..56 


5! Translation of Ibn al-Azraq fo 114 v? in Canard 1934, 209. Quoted Gabriel 1940, 
1.213 n.6. 

52 Gabriel's arguments, Gabriel 1940, 1.219-20. 

55 [bn Shaddad, fo 69 у. Translation (actually by Sauvaget) quoted Gabriel 1940, 
1.213 n.6). 

* At Lehmann-Haupt's visit in 1899 the water must have flowed outside the outer 
wall; but this makes no difference to the argument about the 11th century and the Ist cen- 


> Procopius, Buildings 1.2.2. Discussed by Gabriel, 1.217-18. A recent inspection of 
the walls at Silvan confirms at least one aspect of Procopius's account: the thickening of 
the original wall. By the addition of rubble faced with ashlar to the wall’s rear and, prin- 
cipally, front face its thickness was doubled. See Whitby 1984, 179-81. 

56 Тһе spaces between the ramparts are not filled with water, nor is the eastern ditch 
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One could, certainly, fit Tacitus’ evidence to Silvan by appear to 
remote possibilities such as an ellipse or distortion in the source; but 
Arzan answers to that evidence naturally and easily with the broad, main 
stream (not a tributary) of a non-artificial river which flows right past 
the city's walls. The tenor of the passage implies that the city took 
advantage of a natural feature, the river; on the sides where the river did 
not help, one had to provide an artificial feature to create the same 
advantage. If the river had been in reality а water-filled ditch, the 
antithesis would make no sense; to some extent it would be an antithe- 
sis between a ditch and a ditch. Again, if the city had been on the banks 
of a narrow tributary whose main stream was broad, but unfortunately 
15 km. distant, the point of mentioning the breadth of the main stream 
(that it provided a natural defensive feature) would be lost altogether. 


2. Appian, Mithridatic War 84-6. Lucullus’ capture of Tigranocerta in 
69 B.C. 


(a) The walls of the city were 50 cubits high. Procopius' complaint 
about the pre-Justinianic walls was that they were only twenty feet high! 
(Buildings Ш.2.11.) More seriously, there is nothing about the medieval 
walls of Silvan to suggest Classical walls of abnormal height.>’ 


(b) Stables. Nothing at Silvan to suggest them. 


(c) Palace, parks, hunting-grounds and lakes or pools. No pool. 
Lehmann-Haupt saw the traces of old roads and buildings around the 
city (p. 407), but says nothing more. It would be interesting to examine 
these. 


(d) The strong fortress near the city, which was within the Romans’ 
siege circumvallation in 69 В.с.. None mentioned. There were citadels 
within the city in the Middle Ages;** but the inclusion of the fortress 
within the Romans' siege dyke would lose its point if the fortress were 
already within the city walls. 


(e) The hill climbed by Lucullus to fall on Tigran's troops. Discussed in 
the next sub-section. 


filled. They were empty by the time of Gabriel’s visit in 1932 (Gabriel I, p. VII). See his 
vol.tt, pl.LxxvI, all three pictures. One good reason why they drain so easily is because the 
land falls away outside the outer wall. 

57 For a description of the walls, Gabriel 1940, 1.213-21. 

58 Gabriel's reasoning, 1940 1.217-20. 
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(f) Spaces between towers. Many towers exist, as in almost any fortified 
city. 


3. Plutarch, Life of Lucullus xxv.3-xxiv.4. Capture of Tigranocerta in 
69 B.C., second version 


According to Lehmann-Haupt, the great plain, by the river, on which 
Lucullus camped, was that on both sides of the Batman Su in the envir- 
ons of its confluence with the Farkin Su. After the confluence the Bat- 
man Su turns to the west, flows west for about 6 km. and then turns 
south in a fairly quick turn. On the south side of the Batman Su the plain 
gradually narrows and comes to an end. As it does so it is further choked 
by a series of hills each (on Lehmann-Haupt's plan, p. 403) 1 to km. 
in length. 

According to Lehmann-Haupt the Roman detachment, after leaving 
Tigranocerta, camps by the confluence of the Batman Su and Farkin Su, 
to the west of the former. Next day his detachment marches westward 
along the north bank (after the westward turn of the river). When the 
engagement takes place Tigran's infantry are stationed on gradually ris- 
ing land south of the narrowing plain, beneath one of the small hills. 
Although this is to anticipate, they are thus in any event inside the 
second, southward, bend. Thus when Lucullus’ troops march along the 
river bank towards that bend, they would appear to Tigran to be march- 
ing away from him, assuming he thought they were not going to cross 
the river. 

They do cross, at the bend. Lucullus' two cohorts cross separately 
from the rest of the Roman force, and climb the hill to the west of which 
the cataphracts are stationed. Meanwhile the Thracian and Galatian cav- 
alry have crossed at yet another point to attack the cataphracts in the 
flank, from the north. Lucullus descends the hill. The bulk of the Roman 
force now stands in front of both the Armenian cataphracts and the rest 
of the Armenians. The cataphracts are, of course, to the right of the 
Armenian army as a whole. (Pp. 400-5; also pp. 390-1. See here fig. 3.) 

One compass direction at least is wrong here: the ford where the 
Roman force, or at least the bulk of it, crosses the river, is not at a west- 
wards, but at a southwards, bend. Perhaps one should not attach too 
much importance to consonance of compass directions. 

The text says that Lucullus crossed the river, then talks of the position 
of the cataphracts at the foot of the hill; then come the attack of the 
Thracian and Galatian cavalry and Lucullus’ ascent and descent of the 
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Fig. 3. Lehmann-Haupt’s reconstruction of the battle near Tigranocerta. 
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hill. Of course without an explicit denial one cannot be sure, but the 
sequence in which the various manoeuvres are mentioned in the text 
gives us to understand that the split in Lucullus’ force occurred after the 
force had crossed the river, not before; but Lehmann-Haupt's account 
requires the latter. 

Plutarch's text says that the Armenian cataphracts were in front of 
the Armenian right wing. Yet in Lehmann-Haupt's version of the bat- 
tle, they are in front of the hill. Nor could we alter Lehmann-Haupt's 
account by a simple change of compass direction, or of right to left, of 
one of the elements. The Armenian right wing cannot be put behind 
the cataphracts, as they would be on top of the hill. The cataphracts 
cannot be put in front of the Armenian right wing, as they would no 
longer be at the foot of the hill. “Left” cannot be substituted for 
"right", as they would be even further from the hill. Should we stretch 
a point, and say that the cataphracts are to half-right of the Armenian 
right wing, which is good enough to count as “ш front of" them? If 
we are forced to, we can, but, disregarding compass directions, it 15 
considerably less of a strain to read Plutarch's text as before: the 
Armenian army is drawn up in a line (wing, centre and wing) stretch- 
ing inland from the river, the cataphracts are stationed in front of the 
wing furthest from the river and the hill is to their flank. An attack 
from the hill and from their other flank will crush and panic the 
cataphracts. 

It may well be the case that nobody since Lehmann-Haupt has exam- 
ined the hill he envisaged for the battle. No doubt it is flat-topped, on 
some criterion, loose or strict, of flatness. On the other hand, if we return 
to the hill of Zercel Kale, that hill is a striking and unmistakeable case 
of a flat-topped hill, and it is so much easier to read Plutarch's text with 
that hill in mind. 


4. Ptolemy v.13.22. Maipa and Tigranokerta. 
Assuming that Maipa is Mayyafariqin/Silvan, Ptolemy's text does not 
favour Silvan over Arzan or vice versa. 


5. Pliny the Elder, Nat. Hist. 6.9.26. “In excelso." 


Silvan overlooks foothills and the flat floor of the Tigris basin; so Pliny 
is describing a forerunner of Silvan. (Lehmann-Haupt p. 390.) This 
favours Silvan at least as strongly as Arzan, perhaps more so. 
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6. Finds of coins. 


None of Tigran's: see above. 


7. Local tradition. 


(a) Among local Armenians it was said that Tigran used to come in sum- 
mer from Tigranocerta, which the local Armenians equated with 
Diyarbakir, to Mayyafariqin. The bell in the tower (actually an isolated 
minaret)?? outside the walls to the south would then chime. (pp. 405-6.) 

The story, therefore, assumes Tigranocerta was Diyarbakir, not Sil- 
van; which hardly helps the case. The story, however, betrays that Sil- 
van had an important Armenian past. It does have such a past, and the 
town, as capital of Сорк“ Mec, did. It also has an important past alto- 
gether, as capital of Hamdanids, Marwanids and Artukids. But there is 
nothing in the story told to Lehmann-Haupt concerning Silvan which 
indicates an important past as Tigranocerta. 


(b) The town was founded, according to local legend, by Nuphar, sister 
of Tigran. Armenian historians say he founded it for his sister 
Tigranuhi. Certainly the story implies the equation of Silvan with Tigran- 
ocerta. 

The test of the value of local tradition is the ease with which it may 
grow up. Armenian authors, incorporating popular tradition in their his- 
tories, say Tigran founded Tigranocerta for his sister Tigranuhi. So the 
people of Silvan, either assuming or not assuming that Silvan is Tigran- 
ocerta, attach to their own town the legend of its foundation for the sake 
of Tigran’s sister. Whereas the story told at Arzan that the king went to 
Amasya and married the daughter of that city's king is not, to my knowl- 
edge, part of popular Armenian tradition. It would be much less easy for 
it to spring up in any given town or locality. Arzan gave up the ghost in 
the mid-14th century; the local legend must be of some antiquity. 


8. A previous settlement. 


Lehmann-Haupt’s arguments are of some interest. According to him, the 
city’s shape (roughly a rectangle) betrays its ancient Mesopotamian ori- 
gin (p. 395). The rectangle’s shorn-off corners show that we once had an 
octagonal Assyrian layout here (p. 396). The rusticated masonry of Sil- 
van must be of Urartian origin; the Armenians proper built of ashlar. 


5 Gabriel 1940, 1.228. 
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(Pp. 392-3.) Presumably the argument implies that the rusticated 
masonry actually is Urartian, rather than Ayyubid or Artukid. 

There is nothing in Assyrian sources to indicate a settlement on this 
Site or near it, as at Arzan. 


C. STRABO, AND THE 37 MILES OF TACITUS 


To discount Strabo's evidence allows a location north of the Mazi Dag- 
Tur Abdin range. This is certainly consistent with Silvan; also with 
Arzan.9 The 37 miles of Tacitus’ text, as before, will be left until sect. 
уп.4 (in the sequel). 


D. THE INSCRIPTION AND THE BOSAT RELIEF 


There are two pieces of evidence special to Silvan, but not arising in 
connection with Arzan, except in so far as they appear to favour Silvan 
at its expense. 


1. The inscription 


The inscription, in Greek, was probably on one of the towers of the gate 
in the outer (not the inner) wall at the north-west согпег.6! Grammar and 
vocabulary, and some aspects of lettering style, indicated a Late Antique 
date (Lehmann-Haupt 1908, 511-12). The inscription seemed to com- 
memorate the recovery of his dominions by a king, who gives thanks to 
the gods. The monarch in question is Oriental, since he speaks of his 
subjects as slaves; he speaks of both the Persian king and of the 
Romans, and is apparently well-disposed towards both; so he must be an 
Armenian king (ibid., p. 417). The Romans had helped him to recover 
his kingdom, which suits the recovery by Pap (370-74) of certain dis- 


9? And on this view Lehmann-Haupt's arguments (рр.501-2, to which 512-17 are rel- 
evant, and to which p.390 forms the geographical premise) are irrelevant; though if our 
argument above were not to be accepted they would become relevant. Lehmann-Haupt, in 
essence, argues that the Taurus mountains form the genuine and natural barrier between 
the Armenian Hochland and Mesopotamia; so Martyropolis/Silvan would be seen as 
lying in Mesopotamia. 

9! Mango 1985, 95 n.24. Lehmann-Haupt, as Mango says, leaves it unclear (1908, 
499) exactly where he found the inscription, but one and possibly two fragments of what 
Lehmann-Haupt found now form part of the masonry of the west inner wall, near the 
north-west corner. That corner, including the inner gate, has ben turned into a large house 
with courtyard. 
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tricts lost by his father Агзак ш (338-67). (P. 418.) He mentions 
demons, gods and the prosperity of his forefathers, which fits a pagan 
Arsacid monarch of Armenia. (P. 419.) Atjnik', in which Silvan/Tigran- 
ocerta lay, had been lost by reason of a revolt by its bdeasx (viceroy) and 
of its whole population, and the BP puts special emphasis on the regain- 
ing of Atjnik*. (Pp. 409-10.) The inscription talks in particular of coming 
to an agreement with the people of the city, who have taken the side of 
his enemy in a revolt. (Lehmann-Haupt 1908, 511.)9? 

The city where the inscription was found was not in Aljnik' at the 
time, pace Lehmann-Haupt's arguments discussed above; so the 
choice of king on grounds of recent history conflicts with the choice of 
district on grounds of political geography. In any case it is unlikely 
that any of the 4th-century Armenian kings, including Pap, forgot their 
Christianity so far as to inscribe their thanks to the gods (in the plural) 
on stone.™ 

But it has also been shown by Mango that the inscription fits very 
neatly the events of 588-91, at the end of which the Persian king Khus- 
raw II eventually won back his kingdom from rebels with the help of the 
Byzantine emperor Maurice. In 588 the city of Martyropolis had been 
handed over to the Persians in a revolt against Byzantium (the inscrip- 
tion talks of a town or district having been delivered to the Persians); the 
Romans besieged it (inscription: the Romans made war); after the revolt 
against him, Khusraw crossed the Euphrates to ask for help (inscription: 
mention of crossing the Euphrates); eventually Maurice agreed, in return 
for the cession of Dara, Martyropolis and parts of Armenia, including 
Aljnik; these were recovered by Khusraw with the help of a Byzantine 
army (inscription: recovery of dominions); Khusraw then regained the 
rest of his empire. The place name “Nekra” in the inscription would 
appear to be a version of the Armenian *Np'rkert". 

The inscription's palaeographic style points, weakly it is true, to the 


62 Mango, 96, summarises Lehmann-Haupt's arguments, but attributes to Lehmann- 
Haupt the argument that the mention of gods confines the possibilities to Pap alone, 
because he was the only monarch after Armenia's conversion who could be described as 
a pagan. This would perhaps be an improvement on Lehmann-Haupt, but the latter does 
not seem to have said it. Markwart 1930, 135-41, 147-8, skilfully developed just this line, 
then suddenly rejected it to conclude with a 3rd-century date (pp.158-9). 

63 See n. 67. 

6 Mango 101. He judges that ^Nekra" would be a Greek version of “Мрт-” It is per- 
haps more likely to be a version, based on mishearing, of the Syriac Maipherqat, of which 
Np'rkert is an Armenianisation. (The “-kert” in the Armenian comes about through a folk 
etymology, in which the element “-Кегі”, "created (by), founded (by)", is falsely 
formed.) For m»n, compare the reverse іп Armn. Mc bin for Nisibin (Gr. Nisibis). 
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5th or 6th century, and the grammar and vocabulary, more positively, 
to the 6th century.® Finally the inscription shows similarity, in respect, 
again, to grammar and vocabulary, with two inscriptions carved in Rsafa 
(Syria) at the same monarch's orders for precisely the purpose of giving 
thanks.9? 


2. The Bosat relief 


This relief of a horseman in front of a standing figure is carved in the 
side of a rock outcrop, 12 km. north of Silvan as the crow flies, in the 
Hazro hills. The outcrop, which is now topped by the remains of a Kurd- 
ish castle, overlooks the upper plain of the Batman Su (north-east of Sil- 
van). Lehmann-Haupt (pp.419-20) took the relief for a representation of 
Shahpur II looking northwards towards the heart of Armenia; the stand- 
ing figure behind him represents the Armenian people, some of whose 
territory he has conquered (above, sect. Ш.2). А more recent visitor, 
however, has put forward arguments for a Parthian date, which are at 
least more convincing than Lehmann-Haupt's for а Sasanian one DP 
There are reasons for thinking the standing figure is part of an earlier 
relief. 


E. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


The evidence of the BP and of Eutropius that Tigranocerta lay in Atjnik* 
immediately argues against the identification of Tigranocerta with Sil- 
van. At the period of the events described by the BP and at the perhaps 
5th-century date when the BP was composed, Atjnik* did not include 
Copk Mec. 

The physical remains at Silvan do not betray anything which, in the first 
century A.D., could have been the basis for Tacitus’ description of the 
river, ditch and walls of Tigranocerta. The water-filled ditch and the lay- 
out of the walls observable in the late 19th century were the result of 
building and engineering work carried out in the 6th and 10th to 11th cen- 


65 Mango 101-2. 

6 Mango 103. 

67 Mango 103-4. Thanks are offered to a Christian saint, St. Sergius, in the case of the 
Rsafa inscriptions, however; but in one of these it was for a Byzantine army’s assistance 
to Khusraw. I thank Elizabeth Fowden for comments on this point. 

68 Nogaret 1983. 

99 Sinclair Ш.281. 
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turies A.D.. The likelihood is that there was no ditch, at least a ditch mak- 
ing a significant contribution to the city's defence, before the 6th century. 

The remains at Silvan also contain nothing to fit the features of Tigra- 
nocerta described by Appian. Plutarch's account of the battle near Tigra- 
nocerta in 69 B.c. is fundamentally at variance with the topography of 
the immediate environs of Silvan. The attempt to fit the details of 
Plutarch's text to that topography always defeats the military logic of the 
text and its insistence on Lucullus’ ingenuity. 

As a candidate for Tigranocerta Silvan finds some support from Pliny, 
perhaps more than Arzan. Arzan, however, more plausibly fits the evi- 
dence of local tradition. However the coin evidence from Arzan is con- 
siderably stronger than that from Silvan and in respect of a previous set- 
tlement Lehmann-Haupt's arguments from the physical remains at 
Silvan are of marginal relevance. 

Up to this point the texts and other evidence favour Arzan far more 
strongly than Silvan. However, irrespective of these arguments, two 
points were found in favour of Silvan which had no counterpart at 
Аттап. The Greek inscription at Silvan was held to provide an irrefutable 
argument, and the rock relief at Bogat seemed to provide supporting evi- 
dence. However the inscription belongs in reality to the late 6th century 
rather than the late 4th century (as Lehmann-Haupt’s argument 
requires). The rock relief probably belongs to the Parthian period, so it 
is unlikely to commemorate Shahpur Us conquests in Armenia. 

Where comparison is possible, Arzan without question fits the evi- 
dence of the texts better than Silvan; and the two arguments specific to 
Silvan fail to offer any support. Despite the looseness of implication in 
the textual evidence, Arzan therefore fits the body of evidence neatly. 
Silvan, although the evidence could with a number of special assump- 
tions be made to fit the site, is a highly implausible candidate. 


II. Kiziltepe 


The site is on the Mesopotamian plain, 20 km. south-west as the crow 
flies from Mardin. It consists of two parts. To the east is the large 
mound, 150 ft. (48 m.) high and 279 m. long from east to west (Sachau 
1883, 425), the largest between Nusaybin and Viransehir. To the west is 
the site of the medieval city of Dunaysir. Its fine Great Mosque still 
stands, as do two Ottoman tomb-towers and a bridge to the north.” 


70 The Great Mosque of A.D. 1204 is described by Gabriel, 1940 L.46-52; since 
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In the late Ottoman period (when Sachau saw the site) the Muslim vil- 
lage of Koçhisar (““Ram-Fort”) lay in the south-west corner of the 
medieval city site, and the Armenian village of Tell Ermen (“Tell of the 
Armenians”) lay at the south foot of the mound. Sachau saw fragments 
of bricks and pottery strewn on the flat land around the mound. His 
sketch-plan of the site draws a dotted line round both the site of 
Dunaysir and the mound, and labels this line “apparent circumference of 
ancient city [by which Sachau means Tigranocerta]”. Presumably this 
boundary is derived from the extent of the pottery field. Sachau does not 
state the character of the pottery on the site of Dunaysir. 

The northern boundary of the site (of the supposed Tigranocerta) is 
the river to the north. This is the Zergan, though near the eastern bound- 
ary of the city it is called the Ghars (Sachau's Gyrs): the Zergan 
(Sachau's Zrgan) comes in from the north. The combined stream is full 
and swift, according to Sachau, except in summer, when it is dry. 
(Sachau 1883, 400-1, 402, 425; Sachau 1880, 81-2.) 

Medieval Dunaysir, for sure, was a city which owed its existence to 
trade. It is first heard of under the Hamdanids (late 10th century), and 
stayed in the hands of the Artukids of Mardin from c.1100 A.D. to the 
end of that dynasty in др. 1409. The town of Koçhisar was small 
enough in the early Ottoman period, and had been reduced to a village 
by the 19th century. 

The case for Kiziltepe was argued most recently by Dillemann in his 
Haute Mésopotamie. The identity with Tigranocerta was first put for- 
ward by Sachau in his paper Die Lage (1880) and his travel book Reise 
in Mesopotamien (1883). Dillemann will be taken as representing the 
case in favour. 


А. TIGRANOCERTA IN AEJNIK 


1. BP vxxvii. Epip'an builds a martyrium at Tigranocerta. 


Here, in respect of the second passage from the BP and in the Eutropius 
phrase, Kiziltepe measures very badly up to the evidence. Dillemann 
(260-2) argues essentially that Epip'an in the BP's account is a fictional 
cover for a real historical personage, Marutha, the founder of Marty- 
ropolis. That being so, Tigranocerta in the text is really a cover for Mar- 
tyropolis. Therefore, in the BP, there is no Tigranocerta over and above 
Martyropolis, and the BP's Tigranocerta is not in Ајк". 


Gabriel's survey it has been excavated and further aspects of its layout revealed. For the 
latter, Altun 1978, 79-80. 
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Dillemann's argument is essentially the same as that of Lehmann- 
Haupt, discussed above under the same heading. There is one important 
difference. Lehmann-Haupt believes there was a real Tigranocerta at 
the later Martyropolis, that it later resurfaced as Martyropolis and that 
the BP, when it mentions Tigranocerta, is really talking about Marty- 
ropolis. But Dillemann believes that there was no Tigranocerta at the 
later Martyropolis (and so it could not later have resurfaced as Marty- 
ropolis) and that the BP, when it talks about Tigranocerta, is really talk- 
ing about nowhere at all. So the argument reduces to the statement that 
the BP is simply making the story up, at least in so far as it relates to 
Tigranocerta. 


2. BP Iv.xxiv. Shahpur ІГв “destruction” of Tigranocerta. 


Here Dillemann states explicitly what underlay his objection to the 
Epip'an story. He accuses the BP of making the story up. (Pp. 259- 
60.) 


3. Eutropius VI9.1. 


Dillemann’s argument (р. 258): Eutropius’ information could not have 
come from anywhere. Therefore emend the text to “‘Arzamenae’’, a new 
Latin term for the district of Harzam, which is to the north-east of 
Kaziltepe. 


In sum, the BP is accused of writing fiction, and Eutropius' text of being 
corrupt. There is, of course, a marginal case for making such assump- 
tions, but when the site at Arzan fits the BP and Eutropius so well, it 
seems invalid to resort to them. 


B. THE SITE 


1. Tacitus, Annals xv.iv. River, ditch and walls. 


Sachau’s sketch-plan (see fig. 4 here) and his description make it clear 
that Tacitus’ word “ambit”, “goes round”, could not be used of the 
Ghars-Zergan’s relationship to the city walls. The river does not describe 
a wide curve along one side of the city. 

That the river is dry in summer is unencouraging. Lucullus’ attack 
took place in early October. The question is difficult. Perhaps one 
should inspect various parts of the river at several dates in late Septem- 
ber and early to mid-October. 
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Fig. 4. Sachau's plan of Tell Ermen. 


There is no huge ditch. Sachau's sketch-plan marks only a short 
stretch of ditch at either end of his “apparent circumference of the 
ancient city". 


2. Appian, Mithridatic War 84-6. Lucullus’ capture of Tigranocerta in 
69 B.C. 


(a) The walls were 50 cubits high. Sachau never mentions any trace 
of city walls, or marks any on his sketch-plan. There is no evidence from 
medieval texts that the medieval city had walls."! 

(b) The base of the walls was full of stables. No mention. 

(c) Palace, parks, hunting-grounds and lakes. There would be room 
for a park and hunting-grounds on the Mesopotamian plain. А case has 
been made for saying that there was an Achaemenid palace at Harzam, 
the Arcamo of the Tabula Peutingeriana.” 


7! Turan's account of a Mamluk raid on Mardin and Dunaysir (Turan's “Косһіваг”) 
in 1298 (Turan 1980, 189) gives the impression that the Mamluks encountered no resis- 
tance at Dunaysir. 

72 By Dillemann himself (pp.159, 170). Again Dillemann, strangely, does not deploy 
on behalf of Kiziltepe the existence of a palace nearby in a previous period. 
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(d) Strong fortress near the city. The tell may have functioned as a 
citadel for Dunaysir and for any Tigranocerta that was here. If the tell, 
as citadel, was within the walls, as Sachau evidently assumed — pro- 
vided this Tigranocerta had any walls (sect. (a) above) — the point of 
Appian's saying that the fortress was included within the Romans’ 
siege circumvallation would be lost. Perhaps the tell was outside the 
walls? 

(e) The hill from which Lucullus rushed down on Tigran's baggage- 
train. This will be postponed to sect. 3 below. 

(f) Spaces between towers. Nothing to discuss. 


3. Plutarch, Lucullus XXv.3-XXIXA4. Lucullus's capture of the city in 
69 B.C. 


The river in Dillemann’s account is the Ghars Su, which first flows 
south-east, then changes to south-west, and finally flows west along the 
north side of the city site. Tigran’s army is waiting at the first bend (that 
from south-east to south-west) on the east bank. Lucullus comes up the 
west bank, and in respect of relation to the river is, so far, in conformity 
with the text. He then crosses the river at the bend, and attacks the 
Armenian army. 

Plutarch xxv.3: Lucullus traversed Sophene, then crossed the 
Tigris, before besieging Tigranocerta (a point not included in the sum- 
mary above). This, of course, argues against any site south of the 
Tigris. 

ххуп.1-2: Tigran, having abandoned Tigranocerta and gathered forces 
from his subject kingdoms, then crosses the Taurus and looks down on 
the Roman army besieging Tigranocerta. If its spirit is preserved it is dif- 
ficult to interpret the text as implying that Tigran got as far as the 
escarpment above the Mesopotamian plain before looking down on 
Tigranocerta (which Dillemann does, p. 265). 

Lucullus’ manoeuvre deceived Tigran, who presumed Lucullus was 
retreating. Such a deception is possible only if Tigran is inside the 
river’s bend: in that case it will be possible, judging only from his direc- 
tion of march, to believe that Lucullus does not intend to cross the river. 
For Tigran to deceive himself, judging from Lucullus’ direction of 
march, it is impossible that he could be on the outside of the bend. 

Dillemann mentions no hill to corespond to that in Plutarch’s text, 
though we are towards the bottom of the Mazı Dağ escarpment. Perhaps 
the point should be checked. 
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4. Ptolemy v.13.22. Maipa and Tigranokerta. 


They occur in a list of cities in southern Armenia; none of the other 
identifiable settlements іп the same list lies south of Фе Mazi Dag-Tur 
Abdin range. 


5. Pliny the Elder, Nat. Hist. 6.9.26. “In excelso.” 

The mound is on high; or perhaps Pliny’s information was so inaccurate 
that he thought the city was on high, too. Of the three sites, Kızıltepe 
may be said to correspond most accurately with Pliny's phrase. But it is 
hardly a close fit. The mound is not the city, and the city itself is any- 
thing but on high in relation to its surroundings. 


6. Coins. 


A hoard of gold coins was found at Tell Ermen in 1881 (Sachau 1883, 
425-7). That which may be the earliest (p. 426, no. (4)) may be Seleucid. 
The latest are Byzantine and probably 10th-century (р. 426, no. (6); p. 
427, (25)-(28)). None of Tigran's. 


7. Local tradition. 


None. 


8. Previous settlement. 


Dillemann (pp. 159, 170) argues that there was an Achaemenid palace at 
Harzam. Certainly the evidence for a previous settlement is also good. 


C. STRABO, AND THE 37 MILES OF TACITUS 


These are discussed by Dillemann on p. 253 and pp. 252-3. Strabo and 
Tacitus are the two authorities who are supposed above all to fix Tigra- 
nocerta at Kiziltepe. A confusion in Strabo has been shown above to 
vitiate his evidence completely. The text of Tacitus will be discussed in 
sect. VIL4 (in the sequel). 


D. CONCLUSION 


The evidence of the BP and Eutropius that Tigranocerta lay in Atjnik* is 
far from compatible with placing Tigranocerta at Kiziltepe, and we have 
seen that Dillemann defended Kızıltepe on this score by assuming that 


75 Lehmann-Haupt 1910, 1.390. 
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the BP was simply inventing those stories concerning Epip'an which 
depend on the location of Tigranocerta in Ајк". 

The physical remains and other physical features at Kiziltepe fit prac- 
tically not at all with the features mentioned by Tacitus and Appian 
(river, ditch, walls, stables, lakes etc.): in particular, no evidence for the 
existence of walls is to be found at all, and there is nothing resembling a 
huge ditch. Turning to Plutarch's account of the battle near Tigranocerta 
in 69 B.c., the physical features of the locality again defeat the military 
logic of the text, and no hill has been found to match that which plays 
such an important part in Plutarch’s narrative. 

Pliny’s phrase “in excelso” fits better at Kiziltepe than at Silvan or 
Arzan, though the correspondence between text and topography is far 
from close. The evidence for a previous settlement is good, which it also 
is at Arzan. The coin evidence from Kızıltepe certainly goes some way 
toward indicating a settlement of the Hellenistic period, but no coins of 
Tigran have been found here, as they have at Arzan. Ptolemy’s text 
decidedly argues against Kiziltepe. Finally the two authorities which 
were held to constitute the strongest link with Kiziltepe offer no support 
at all. 

In sum, the case for Kiziltepe is only superior to the case for Arzan in 
respect of Pliny’s evidence. Otherwise the evidence, despite its loose- 
ness of implication in both cases, is incomparably inferior, and it seems 
better simply to accept Arzan. 


VI. CONCLUSION 


The first part of this article has examined the ancient evidence which 
supplies information, however vague, concerning the geographical posi- 
tion and physical features of Tigranocerta. By comparing this informa- 
tion with the locations and physical features of the three possible sites, it 
was concluded that, despite the texts’ looseness of implication, and 
despite the occasional item of evidence favouring either Silvan or 
Kızıltepe, the body of evidence as a whole points unmistakably towards 
Arzan. 

What remains to be done in the second and third parts of this article is 
to examine the Tabula Peutingeriana’s evidence and to document the 
history of the city of Arzan. The former of these will function as a check 
on the identification of Arzan with Tigranocerta as well as investigating 
Arzan’s position on the network of ancient roads. 
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One of the issues concerning Tigranocerta, dependent on the question 
of its location, which was raised at the beginning of this article, can be 
addressed straightaway. Tigranocerta lay within Aljnik', and therefore 
within the boundaries of the kingdom of Armenia which Tigran had 
inherited. The several possible implications of this point have been out- 
lined already. The one certain conclusion is that Tigranocerta, although 
serving the regions newly conquered by the king of Armenia, was sited, 
not within one of those regions, but on territory considered part of the 
original kingdom. 


ADDENDUM 
Tacitus’ general reliability as a source 


Comments on this have been lacking in previous discussions of his 
description of Tigranocerta at Annals XV.4. Tacitus drew in part on Cor- 
bulo's memoirs for his narrative of eastern affairs. However it is well 
known that Tacitus manipulates his own vision to suit his style and pre- 
occupations; and one of those preoccupations was to shape his narrative 
of eastern affairs in such a way as to elicit praise for Corbulo. Tacitus 
therefore sees through an experienced soldier's eye and evaluates events 
with the aid of such a soldier's understanding; but at the same time nar- 
rates those events, in general, to ensure that the achievements of that 
same soldier are not underestimated. See R.Martin, Tacitus, London 
1981, pp. 180-1, 210, 214-30. However in the particular case of his 
description of Tigranocerta at Annals XV.4 the exaggeration of the city's 
features would not, in connection with the siege under narration, have 
helped in the panegyric of Corbulo, since that siege was being conducted 
by Parthian and not Roman forces. 
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Plate 9. Silvan, walls. North side. 
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Plate 10. Silvan, gate at north-west corner of walls. 
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VII. THE TABULA PEUTINGERIANA 


In “The site of Tigranocerta. I”! the evidence of the ancient sources 
was used to identify Tigranocerta with Arzan. In this section of the pre- 
sent article the roads leading to Tigranocerta on the Tabula Peutingeri- 
ana will be identified with actual tracks and sites. 

This will function, in the first place, as a check on the identification of 
Tigranocerta with Arzan. However the exercise will assume that identi- 
fication to be correct. It will, therefore, only check that Arzan is consis- 
tent with the evidence of the Tabula. The same exercise will not be car- 
ried out for the alternative sites, Silvan and Kiziltepe. This would be 
required if the Tabula were to be used as a separate positive argument in 
favour of Arzan rather than as a check on the previous arguments. How- 
ever the assumption that Arzan is Tigranocerta produces a high success 
rate in identifying stations on the Tabula's routes. The likelihood of fit- 
ting those routes to actual tracks on the ground with greater or equal suc- 
cess by assuming the identity of Tigranocerta with other sites can more 
or less be discounted. 

The second purpose of this investigation is to take the first steps in 
deciding whether Tigranocerta was skilfully sited in relation to existing 
long-distance routes. 


1. Approach to the document 


The Tabula Peutingeriana (TP) that we have is a medieval copy, not 
later than the late 15th century, of a document which appears to contain 


! SiNCLAIR 1994-95. 


REArm 26 (1996-1997) 51-118. 
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information entered at the turn of the 2nd and 3rd centuries A.D. and in 
a second instalment at the turn of the 4th and 5th centuries?. It does not 
seem to matter whether the second version was made by copying the 
first document and then updating it, or by simply entering new informa- 
tion on the old copy. 

In this and the next section we aim to fix the alignment of the two 
roads on the TP leading from Amida/Diyarbakir (both “Amida” and “аа 
Tygrem" in the TP)? to Tigranocerta and the single road leading from 
Tigranocerta to Artaxata. These roads went through Armenian territory 
all the way. Given that they did so, it is most unlikely they were paved 
or at any rate constructed of stone in the Roman manner. Elsewhere on 
Armenian territory there is no evidence — with one clear but explicable 
exception — for roads of Roman type in the Classical and Late Classi- 
cal periods^. This makes a difference to one's assumptions in looking for 
alignments. Questions of alignment are not to be helped by looking for 
sections of paved road on the ground. Moreover one should not in gen- 
eral see the problem from the point of view of a road builder. No ques- 
tions arise of economising on mileage to save building costs. The roads 
in question are simply tracks in long-distance use which have somehow 
been selected for the TP. 

Given that we are not looking for paved roads or other roads of 
Roman type, what general procedures for fixing the alignments should 
be followed? In this article we shall be looking for rough alignments, 
hoping for correspondences here and there between a name on the TP 
and one of a later settlement whose position is known, and sometimes 
between distances on the ground and on the map. However it is a mis- 
take to start by looking for such correspondences. One starts with hypo- 
thetical rough alignments, then looks for the correspondences. These 
confirm the hypothesis, and may lead to minor changes in the alignment. 


? See bibliography here, Tabula Peutingeriana. For the date, CHEVALLIER 1989, 32-4, 
quoting a study of 1967 (n.65, p.32). See also pp.28-9. Chevallier puts the first version in 
the early 3rd century; others would put it slightly earlier. 

3 DILLEMANN 1962, 162. 

^ The exception in question is the road between Kemah and Sadak, passing Erzincan, 
in the Upper Euphrates valley. Part of this is described in FRENCH 1983, 84-5. This is a 
Late Roman road which was built only after the annexation of part of Armenia by the 
Empire in A.D. 387. The Romans would no doubt have included it in the Ist-century road 
network west of the Euphrates if this part of the Upper Euphrates valley had been within 
the Empire at the time. For an outline of the argument in favour of the Late Roman date, 
SINCLAIR 19892, 411-12; however the strictly Roman road seems to have come upstream 
as far as Kemah, then turned northwest towards Refahiye, as recent work by Mitford has 
shown. 
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The names and distances are known to be corrupt: there is little likeli- 
hood of complete success. 


2. Between ad Tygrem and Tigranocerta 


The two southerly routes (nos. 1 and 2). The river shown in the relevant 
part of the TP? is the Tigris. This is evident from its general course (south, 
then east, with a bulge at the corner). Tigranocerta is shown not far east of 
the southward-flowing section, and well to the north of ad Tygrem: sev- 
eral roads lead up to it. The procedure must be to move Tigranocerta over 
to Arzan and work out reasonable alignments on the ground after that. 

On the TP two routes starting eastward from ad Tygrem (Amida/ 
Diyarbakir) cross the Tigris a short way downstream of ad Tygrem. That 
routes are shown crossing the Tigris at such a point finds an exact equiv- 
alent in the lines of tracks observable before the First World War. The 
surviving medieval walls of the city of Diyarbakir fortify a high bluff 
above the Tigris. This makes it difficult to cross the river immediately 
opposite the walls. But 2 km. downstream of the city's walls the river is 
crossed by a still intact, but much repaired, medieval bridge. There was 
a bridge at this point by 483/4, and there may well have been one in the 
2nd and 3rd century A.D.. But it does not matter if the TP assumes a 
bridge or not, because the Tigris could also be forded here". Just 
upstream of ad Tygrem on the TP a third route crosses. The present road 
to Bitlis and many places in the Tigris basin is taken over a bridge, just 
upstream of Diyarbakir, which was built after the Second World War. 
Before that the river was forded at this point’. 

Тһе southernmost of these routes is not a route to Tigranocerta at all, 
but the route to Nisibis. It crosses the bulge at the Tigris’ bend, then 
crosses the river from north to south, reaching a station marked on the 
TP as Sardebar. The obvious site for the latter station is the large ancient 
town site at Kurkh, just south of a ford. The latter is the 6th-century Kar- 
cha Roman’. This means that the name “Sardebar” as marked is very 
likely wrong; that matter will be dealt with below, where the continua- 
tion southward towards Nisibis is discussed. 


> Reproduced on the fold-out map in SACHAU 1880 and in DILLEMANN 1962. 

6 SINCLAIR 1989b, 195 and refs. there. 

7 Mesopotamia Handbook 1917, pp. 274, 293. 

8 Ibid. pp. 303, 309. 

? The ford: Mesopotamia Handbook 1917, 274. Kurkh: TAYLOR 1865, 24-5. See 
below for discussion. Syr. *karkha", means “fenced or walled city", “fortified place". 
Karcha Roman: DILLEMANN 1962, 156. 
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From Sardebar, as marked, another road crosses back to the north bank 
and comes up via Adipte to join the middle route on its way to Tigran- 
ocerta. It is convenient for purposes of discussion to label jointly as route 
1 the two southerly legs (i.e. both ad Tygrem-Sardebar and the second 
route starting northwards from Sardebar): the reasons for doing so 
become clear when the TP is stretched east-west. But, detours aside, route 
1 (both legs) is not a route between ad Tygrem and Tigranocerta, as 
opposed to one between ad Tygrem and Nisibis or between Tigranocerta 
and Nisibis. The two routes which properly speaking do lead between ad 
Tygrem and Tigranocerta are nos. 2 (Sitae, Thalbasaris) and 3 (Nararra, 
Colchana). No.2 and the two legs of no.1 between them make a triangle. 

The northern route (3), whatever its exact course on the ground, takes 
travellers to Tigranocerta without the need either to accommodate traffic 
coming from the south or to take them past certain southern destina- 
tions: Adipte (route 1) and Sitae and Thalbasaris (combined 1 and 2). 
After the TP's roads are stretched east-west, it becomes clear that routes 
2 and 3 cannot be far apart. The TP and the general topography suggest 
why two routes are needed. First of all route no.2 comes south-east to 
pick up the easterly leg of по.1. This, however, does not explain why 
route 1 east of Sardebar and the combined route 1 and 2 need to stay 
separate from route 3 all the way to Tigranocerta. Presumably the pur- 
pose is to take them past several settlements which lay well to the south 
of route 3. Well to the south means near the river, and the settlements in 
question must be on the flat and fertile land near the Tigris. A system of 
tracks rather than paved roads can afford a multiplicity. 

Taking Sardebar as Kurkh, if we cross the Tigris ford just north of the 
site and turn east along the general line of route 1, we come to the mod- 
ern town of Bismil. There must always have been a local market centre 
at or near Bismil, and on such grounds Adipte should be placed at or 
near Bismil. Another 6 km. further east, and the village of Of lies a few 
km. to the north. “Of” is a somewhat strange name for a village here- 
abouts, and the name looks like a successor of “Adipte” or its equiva- 
lent in local dialects of the second and third centuries A.D.. The most 
likely sites аге a series of mounds all about 6 km. east of Batman!”. 

We can fix the position of Thalbasaris. Its descendant as district capital 
is modern Besiri, administrative centre of a Кага or Исе. The town's name 
is clearly related to “Thalbasaris”. However the town is named after the 
kaza; the settlement's previous name was Kobin. Moreover the district of 


10 ALGAZE 1991, 213: no.28, Cayirlik Тере; no.29, near Саушік #1; no.30, Eski 
Degirmen Tarlasi. 
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Beshiri was further south: Kobin lies on the north slope of a low range of 
hills, and the district of Beshiri only began to the south of those hills. The 
descendants of Thalbasaris as an enduring localised continuum of popula- 
tion, perhaps of varying size, are the two villages of Tilmis and Barsil 
(USAF 1:250,000) or Barisil (British 1:500,000). It is useless to speculate 
precisely how or whether “Til-” was split from “Barsil”, and which is the 
real Thalbasaris: it would not even matter if the real Thalbasaris were at 
neither village. What we need is a mound (tell) in the close vicinity of the 
two villages. This vicinity fits very well the distance from Tigranocerta 
of 15 RM or about 22 km. in the TP. Tilmis is preferable, as the name 
suggests a mound (regardless of whether that mound is referred to in the 
name “Траазаг!5”, and of whether the “Til-” in *Tilmis" is the descen- 
dant of the “Thal-” in “Thalbasaris”). The next stage in the investigation 
is to go to the district and look for a mound. 

For Sitae a site by a river crossing is most likely, as Miller and Dille- 
mann observed!', and the most important river crossing between Bismil 
and the vicinity of Tilmis is that of the Batman Su. There is no settle- 
ment now bearing a suitable name on the relevant sector of the Batman 
Su, but the river was known in Arabic аз Satidama, of which “Sit‘ma” 
is an Armenianised version, and the name Sitae is no doubt connected. 
One or other of the two settlement mounds to the west of the Batman Su 
will be the site. Strictly speaking it is much more likely that the river 
was named after the settlement, as the Batman Su is now!?. 

The distances given by the TP, starting from the ford at Sardebar, can 
now be checked. These are 10 RM (16 km.) to Adipte, presumed south 
of Of, then 12 RM (18 km.) to the Sitae/Batman Su crossing, then 10 
RM (15 km.) to Thalbasaris/Tilmis. On the ground the first and third dis- 
tances are 16 rather than 15. In the circumstances the correspondence is 
good. The second distance is 32 km. or 22 RM: considering XXII could 
easily have been corrupted to XII, the correspondence here is reasonably 
close as well, and we have seen that there was a good fit for the distance 
between Tilmis and the ruined city site of Arzan. 


И But for Adipte in Miller's case (1916, p.744). 

12 MARKWART 1930, 234, 270-7; CANARD 1953, 82. The Armenianised form: 
Asxarhac'oyc', ed. Soukry 30; MARKWART 1930, 270, 279-84. The Ах. says *Sit*ma" 
means “blood-drinker”. Markwart draws a philological connection between this and 
К'ашт, the Armn. name. The latter is linked etymologically to Syriac “Kallath”, “bride” 
апа Gr. “Nymphios” and "Parthenias" (MARKWART 1930, 283; HUBSCHMANN 1904, 
306). The Siai of Ptolemy (V.13.22) and the Siteon Chiphas of George of Cyprus (see 
MARKWART 1930, 173) should also be placed at this crossing of the Batman Su. For the 
two sites, ALGAZE 1991, 213: no.64, Ziyaret Tepe; no.65, Madros Tepe. 
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The northern route (no. 3). The first station on the northern route 
(no.3) is Nararra, at 13 RM (19 km.) from ad Tygrem. Again there are 
good a priori grounds for supposing that a road station would be located 
at a river crossing, and on grounds of position the Ambar (sometimes 
Anbar) Cay would appear the most likely river. The equivalent name in 
the Ravenna Cosmography is Мафагга!3. Since the consonants of the lat- 
ter name correspond to those of the name "Anbar" (alternative to 
“Атбаг”), the settlement must have been near a crossing of the Ambar 
Cay. To the latter river it gave its name!^. (The modern village of Ambar 
lies at the mouth of the river: we do not know if it was the settlement, or 
the name, which moved.) 

At the other end of the route is Colchana, at 15 RM (22 km.) from 
Tigranocerta. In a recent survey by Algaze and others three ancient sites, 
all bearing the name Kelleha Tarlasi, have been discovered about 2 1/2 
km. west of the Batman Su at a location 24 km. or so as the crow flies 
from the Batman Su's confluence with the Tigris. The three sites 
together will probably be the settlement of Colchana. They lie at the 
edge of the river's alluvial plain, just before the valley slopes start to 
rise. Assuming traffic along an east-west track crossing the Batman Su, 
a substantial settlement such as this can be expected to develop, not pre- 
cisely at the crossing of the Batman Su, but at a point where the settle- 
ment would be safe from floods’. 

The number of RM (XIIL, or 19 km.) on the TP's first stage (ad 
Tygrem to Nararra) was a little too long for the distance between 
Diyarbakir or the Tigris crossing and the Ambar Cay crossing, and it 
may well be that the station of Nararra was a little east of the Ambar Сау 
crossing. On this assumption, the straight-line distance between Nararra 
and Colchana/Kelleha Tarlasi is 59 km. or 40 RM. The TP has 45 RM 
or 67 km.. Given that the track went through somewhat undulating coun- 
try it would not be surprising if the resulting bends added 8 km. to the 
distance along the track. There is thus a reasonable fit between the TP 
and distances on the ground, on the assumption that Nararra is at or just 
east of the Ambar Cay crossing. It would be highly satisfactory to find a 
site with pottery of the Classical period two or three km. east of a suit- 
able crossing of the Ambar Cay. 


3 07, p.49. 

14 MARKWART (1930, 265, 268), thinks the form Nararra was right, and gives а differ- 
ent philological connection. 

5 ALGAZE 1991, sites 104-6 on fig. 2а, p.212, and list, p.213. No periods of occupa- 
tion are marked. Colchana is the Ravenna Cosmography’s Colcana (П.Т, p.49) and per- 
haps Ptolemy's Kolsa (V.13.22). 
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The road to Nisibis: the section from Kurkh to Kale-i Zerzevan. With 
the TP's routes between ad Tygrem and Tigranocerta fixed, the question 
of the name Sardebar (Ptolemy's Lapdnova) for the mound at Kurkh 
should be tackled. The first point is whether the alignment between the 
TP's Sardebar (the real Kurkh) and its Sammachi (probably the real 
Kale-i Zerzevan) is credible, given that a much quicker way must have 
existed between ad Tygrem (Diyarbakir) and the TP's Sammachi (Kale- 
i Zerzevan). Dillemann and Miller! have wanted to reconstruct the TP 
so as to include such a track. 

Emending the TP is, of course, a possible option, but not one to be 
resorted to unless the alignment shown on the TP turns out to be absurd 
or hopelessly impracticable. In other words, within certain wide limits it 
is not our business to decide which way between ad Tygrem and Kale-i 
Zerzevan should have been taken by people of the 2nd century A.D., or 
which track should have been marked by the TP, and then reconstruct 
the TP on that basis. The TP, on the contrary, is the best evidence for the 
route actually taken in the past. 

But in any case the evident size of the settlement at Kurkh would have 
been an excellent reason for taking a longer way round. According to 
Taylor (1865, 22-3) the mound which carried the citadel was a mile (1 
3/8 km.) in circumference, and only stood at one end of the elevated 
platform which constituted the town site. Some people no doubt took the 
shorter route between Kale-i Zerzevan and ad Tygrem; the TP does not 
mark it. 

ОШетапп!” assumed that the triangle of routes 1 and 2 (ad Tygrem, 
Adipte, Sardebar), instead of being inside the Tigris' bulge, must have 
been to the south of the Tigris. The long side was a direct route ad 
Tygrem to Kale-i Zerzevan; Kurkh formed the third corner. 

In the argument as to the alignment of routes 1 and 2 above, there 
appeared to be no dubious stages or assumptions that might lead to a 
questioning of that argument's validity. So there is no reason to abandon 
the triangle already arrived at, unless a triangle backed by even better 
reasoning can be found. 

At the point where the TP marks Sardebar we must assume, at least as 
a working hypothesis, that on the original copy of the TP a name close 
to the Roman name for Kurkh, “Сатсһа”, was marked. The station of 
Aque Frigide (Lat. “Aquae Frigidae", “Cold Waters") has been con- 
vincingly identified as Sheikhan, where cold springs are known, and that 


16 DILLEMANN 1962, 156-9, MILLER 1916, 740-1. 
17 DILLEMANN 1962, 155-9, esp. the map p.156. 
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of Arcamo has been identified as Harzam!*. This suggests that the 
remaining problem is confined to the three names Sardebar, Arcaiapis 
and Sammachi. The problem is to work out the original forms and posi- 
tions of these names on the TP, and to find for each name a location on 
the ground. The total distance on the ground from Kurkh to Sheikhan 
would not warrant more than two intermediate stations, and since a 
name has to be found for Kurkh too, three stations on the ground, of 
which one is fixed, need names, and three names are available. 

The TP's name "Sardebar", simply on grounds of the consonants, 
must have been a version of the current local name for the settlement at 
Kale-i Zerzevan'?. (“Кае” is Turkish for “castle”, though the word is 
of Arabic origin, and “-1” a Persian suffix imported into Ottoman. The 
izafet suffix's function here is to form a compound phrase meaning 
“Zerzevan Castle".) Kale-i Zerzevan is a large castle, of 6th-century 
construction, on the top of the escarpment edging the Mazi Dag Tur 
Abdin hill belt. It contains the ruins of a 6th-century church. Outside the 
walls is a necropolis”. It looks out over the land gently sloping down to 
the Tigris. It would be an obvious site for a road station and for 
Ptolemy's Sardebar. We can assume that on the original version of the 
TP the name “Sardebar” designated Kale-i Zerzevan, whether or not the 
hill was fortified in the 2nd and 3rd centuries A.D.. 

If the name *Sardebar" is moved from the first station to the third (іп 
other words immediately before Aque Frigide), then each of the two 
names "Arcaiapis" and "Sammachi" was perhaps one station further 
back. This would mean that “ Arcaiapis" or its original stood for Kurkh. 
The original form may have been simply “Сагсһа”; “Сагсһа ad ripas" 
(“Сагсһа on the banks") is more likely”. 

The name *Sammachi" is certainly connected with the river called 
(in pre-First World War English transcription) the Shammerkh Tchai. 
This river runs down from the hill massif to the Tigris, passing Kale-i 
Zerzevan, and the road would join its valley about half-way between 
Kurkh and Kale-i Zerzevan, then run up the valley to Kale-i Zerzevan 
and a little beyond. The road station of Sammachi may well have stood 
at more or less the point where the road joined the *Shammerkh Tchai" 


18 DILLEMANN 1962, 157-8; cf. KIEPERT 1873, 180. See p.91 here. 
9 The identification was proposed by SACHAU (1880, 52) and KIEPERT (1873, 180-1). 
20 DEICHMANN and PEscHLOW 1977, 7-40. 
?! DILLEMANN (1962, p.157) assumes the original consisted of “Сагсһа” and an Iran- 
ian suffix pes, "behind". In subsequent corruptions of the name, he argues, the letters of 
“Сагсһа” were written in a different order, and one or two more letters were added. 
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valley”. The name of the settlement and the original name on the map 
may well have been similar to “Sammachi”’. 

This solution is recommended not only by the correspondence of 
names but by the low level of copying errors that would have been 
required to produce the present version of the TP. “Sardebar” is mistak- 
enly copied at the original position of “Сагсһа (ad ripas?)", and the 
other names are then displaced, though their order is preserved. The dis- 
tances on the ground do not fit so well, and it is difficult to decide 
whether those on the map were displaced when the names were dis- 
placed?. On the accompanying table the last three names are included 
for future reference in sect. 4. 



































On ground, | On ground, TP, 
km. RM RM 

Arcaiapis/Carcha/Kurkh 
Sammachi 11 7 10 
Sardebar/Kale-i Zerzevan 11 7 14 
Aque Frigide/Sheikhan 23 19 17 
Arcamo/Harzam 30 16 Blank [167] 
Thamaude/Amouda 30 19 Blank [19?] 
Nisibis/Nusaybin 27 19 16 


Dillemann’s proposal. Dillemann’s proposal is as follows. In the 
name *'Sardebar" or *Sardeoua"/*Sardeva" one can see Persian “sard”, 
“cold”, and “ab”, “water” (p.158). On the Ottoman road between Kale- 
i Zerzevan and Amida/Diyarbakir there existed a caravansaray called (in 
a German transcription of the local pronunciation) Khan Akhboar, or 
Khan Akhbiur^, “ Akhboar" or “Akhbiur” is Armn. “atbiwr”, "spring", 
and there are springs by the caravansaray?. Dilleman argued (p.155) 


22 This is not because a way station was needed at the point of contact between road and 
valley, but because this point is indicated by the distances on the ground and on the TP. 

23 Тһе name “Arcaiapis” resembles *Apagaur", the name of a village south of Kale-i 
Zerzevan, and SACHAU (1880, 52; cf. 1883, 433-4; the spelling of the name is Sachau's) 
proposed a station at the equivalent position on the original TP. On the reconstruction pro- 
posed here this would require an extra station and leave Kurkh/Carcha without a name. 

24 SACHAU 1880, 434. Dillemann based himself on Sachau's information at this point. 
“Khan” = “сагауапзагау”, modern Turkish “han”. 

25 SACHAU 1883, 434, corresponding with Cihdnniima, tr. Charmoy 1.1.156. Note that 
a small town on the same road, a short way south-east (towards Mardin) was renamed 
“Akpınar”, Turkish “White Spring", after this khan and its springs. 
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that since the original version of the TP must have shown a direct road 
between ad Tygrem/Amida and Sammachi/Kale-i Zerzevan, and Khan 
Akhboar lies on the line of such a route, there must in antiquity have 
been a settlement at the site of Ottoman Khan Akhboar. Its name, 
“Sardebar’’/“Sardeva”,, was the ancestor of * Akhboar", and the original 
of the TP marked a Sardebar/Sardeva on that route. In later versions of 
the map, argues Dillemann, the line of the route was moved north of the 
Tigris, and the name “Sardebar” transferred elsewhere. 

That a road north of the Tigris was substituted for the ad Tygrem to 
Sammachi road is not plausible, because the road scheme north of the 
Tigris is eminently workable. That the name of the station on that road 
was Sardebar or Sardeva is again not plausible, because no meaning 
“sard”, “cold”, lies in the Armn. “амт” (nor, to my knowledge, are 
the springs distinctively cold), and because it is hard to see why, when 
the district was Armenian- and Syrian-inhabited, Persian roots should be 
seen as more likely to underlie the name than Armenian or Syriac roots. 

Dillemann (p.157) believes that the name “Arcaiapis” is a corruption 
of an original “Carcha” plus the Iranian suffix “-pes”, "behind", and so 
belonged originally to Kurkh/Carcha on the map. Dillemann then argues 
that the name “Arcaiapis” was moved to a new position, between the 
positions representing respectively Kurkh and Kale-i Zerzevan. “Загае- 
bar" was brought from the westerly road (that between ad Tygrem and 
Kale-i Zerzevan) to the former position of “Carcha” and the westerly 
road dropped. 

Dillemann's proposal needs to be modified, so as to provide a satis- 
factory second best to the reconstruction outlined above for Kurkh and 
the stages further south. This becomes important in sect. VIL4, where 
we need to be sure of a link between Kurkh and Kale-i Zerzevan. 

The essence of Dillemann's proposal is a triangle, one of whose 
sides runs south of the Tigris, directly connecting Ad Tygrem with 
Kale-i Zerzevan. Suppose that the names “Sardebar” and “Sammachi” 
were never moved, so their current positions, respectively at Kurkh 
and Kale-i Zerzevan, are the original positions. “Arcaiapis” would 
then be the name of the station at Khan Akhboar. A plausible origin 
for "Arcaiapis", if it were in this position, is precisely Armn. 
"albiwr", "spring": the final -is would be added in grecisation or 
latinisation. The name “Arcaiapis”, if it originated thus, was moved to 
a position between Kurkh and Kale-i Zerzevan: this happened when 
the direct road from ad Tygrem to Kale-i Zerzevan was dropped from 
the map. 
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The distances of the two stages Sardebar-Arcaiapis (X RM) and Arcai- 
apis-Sammachi (ХПП RM) on the present TP are too long, and on the 
present hypothesis (which is only an attempt to produce a credible ver- 
sion of Dillemann's solution) would have come from the westerly road, 
although the distances on the ground along that alignment (24 km./XVI- 
XVII RM, and 22 km./XV RM) are not encouraging. If we want to pur- 
sue this hypothesis, the explanation would be that the track of Classical 
times was shorter. 

Тһе propositions that Kurkh/Carcha was ever called Sardebar and that 
Kale-i Zerzevan was ever called Sammachi are highly implausible, when 
better correspondences of names are available. Implausible, too, is the 
proposition that a copyist dropped a road south of the Tigris in favour of 
one crossing the Tigris twice, especially when the latter corresponds so 
accurately to a track actually in use before motor vehicles changed the 
shape of the road network. 

Thus an adaptation of Dillemann’s proposal which avoids the more 
implausible etymologies, combined with a different knot of transposi- 
tions of names, leads to a credible second-best option: second-best, 
because it involves the assumption of a dropped route, not just of a 
dropped name. But at least it preserves a road between Kurkh and Kale- 
1 Zerzevan: this becomes important in sub-section 4. 


3. Tigranocerta-Artaxata 


After the accurate fit of the TP's information on the roads between ad 
Tygrem and Tigranocerta, which must be taken as an additional reason 
for the siting of Tigranocerta at Arzan, we cannot hope for more than a 
general alignment, where only a few identifications of stations are 
assured, in the case of the road between Tigranocerta and Artaxata. 

The names can be laid out as follows. 
































Tigranocarten 

Zanserio XXX 
Cymiza XX 
Dyzanas XXII 
Patansana XXVII 
Vastauna XXVI 
Molchia XXVI 
Dagnevana XXVI 
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Flegoana XV 
Isumbo XV 
Hasabi XVII 
Anteba XXIIII 
Sorvae XXIIII 
Catispi XXVII 
Raugonia XXXVIIII 
Hariza XXIIII 
Coloceia XXIIII 
Paracata XXXIII 
Artaxata XXIII 





Of these, the stations from Raugonia to Artaxata have been satisfacto- 
rily identified. Raugonia is Bagawan, modern Üç Kilise, at the east end 
of the Ağrı plain*®. The three between Raugonia and Artaxata have been 
convincingly identified respectively as Агиќ, C‘olakert and Bulakbasi?". 

It is also understood that the four names on the TP between Isumbo 
and Raugonia (Hasabi, Anteba, Sorvae and Catispi) are erroneously 
copied from a road neighbouring this one on the map: that leading from 
Artaxata to доба (Khoy) and eventually to Ecbatana (Hamadan)?*. The 
name “Isumbo” has long been recognised as connected with the Armen- 
ian “Сшить”, that of a village at the east edge of the Malazgirt plain, to 
the north of Lake Уап?. The equivalent name (but probably not posi- 
tion) on modern maps is Zomik, north-east of Patnos??. 

Between Raugonia/Bagawan and Isumbo three stations can be 
supplied from the Ravenna Cosmography, those of Didyma, Indua 
and Arachia?!. The first of these was at or close to the modern vil- 
lage of Didem, in the south-east part of the Agri plain, just south of 
the Aracani/Murat Su??. The general course of the track from Isumbo 
to Raugonia is therefore clear. It went northwards through the plain 


26 MANANDIAN 1965, 92-93. We should perhaps read *Bagauna on the ТР. 

27 MANANDIAN 1965, 91, 93-95, in the context of the line Satala-Artaxata, which 
shares the stations from Raugonia onwards with the line Tigranocerta-Artaxata. For the 
sites of the last two stations, SINCLAIR 1987, 407-8, 409-10. 

28 MANANDIAN 1965, 101. 

29 MANANDIAN 1965, 104. 

30 The official modern Turkish name is Yukarı and Aşağı (Upper and Lower) 
Göçmez. 

31 [L.9, p.63; MANANDIAN 1965, 103. 

32 MANANDIAN 1965, 103. 
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west of the Ala Dag massif, then followed the valley of the Ara- 
cani/Murat Su into the Agri plain. It then crossed that plain's south- 
eastern corner to Bagawan/Üc Kilise. The stations of Arachia and 
Indua can be put at or near Tutak and Hamur, two small towns on 
the modern road. Thus from Isumbo to Raugonia the line of the TP's 
road 15 clear (see map 6). 

For the general alignment of the route from Tigranocerta to Isumbo, 
two alternative general alignments are possible. The most direct of 
these ascends the Bitlis valley and follows the north shore of L.Van as 
far as the old site of Ercis, then takes the easy corridor from there to the 
vicinity of Patnos and Zomik. The route through the Bitlis valley and 
along the north shore of L.Van was in use for much of the Middle Ages 
by long-distance commercial traffic; even in the absence of such inten- 
sive use, this alignment would be commended by its directness and by 
the ease of movement along it, particularly along the north shore of the 
lake. 

The second possible alignment also makes use of the Bitlis valley, but 
instead follows the south and east shores of Lake Van, rounding the 
lake's northeasterly finger, to Erciş. After this, like the first route, it 
takes the easy corridor to Patnos and Zomik. This alignment is of greater 
length than the first. After it was proposed by Miller, it has generally 
been rejected??. However the TP's station Vastauna finds a clear modern 
equivalent in the town of Vostan on the lake's south shore, and this cor- 
respondence is the one clear identification possible between Zancerio, 
next after Tigranocerta, and Isumbo (for the identification of Zancerio, 
see below). 

Moreover the general alignment along the south and east shore of 
the lake gains considerable plausibility when it is remembered that 
Van had probably been the capital of the Achaemenid satrapy of 
Armenia, and that Ptolemy seems to mention Van as Bouana?*. There 
would be good reasons why in the 2nd to 3rd centuries A.D. the most 
frequented track should run round three sides of the lake. On the other 
hand there is no evidence that Xlat‘/Ahlat and Arcké/Adilcevaz, on the 
lake's north shore, which in the Middle Ages were to develop into 
cities, were prominent settlements in the Classical or Late Classical 


53 MILLER 1916, 745-8; MANANDIAN 1965, 104. 

34 Бог the Achaemenid capital and lst-century B.C. town, Hewsen 1992, 180, 185. 
Ptolemy V.12.10 for Bouana; but his Thospia (V.12.8) could instead be Van. But Hewsen's 
argument that Diodorus Siculus' Khauon (П.13.3) is Van, and that we therefore have direct lit- 
erary evidence for a town of Van in the Ist century B.C., does not carry. The rock and inscrip- 
tions in Diodorus’ text are those of Behistun, not Van. Diodorus’ Khauon must be Khoy. 
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period. Despite the greater ease of movement along the lake's north 
shore, there were no settlements of any size on that shore for the route 
to serve. 

This section of the TP (Tigranocerta-Isumbo-Artaxata) may not have 
been intended as the quickest route in time, still less the shortest way 
along the ground, between Tigranocerta and Artaxata. Given that only 
one route in southeast Armenia was to be marked, it seems reasonable 
that this should be the route which connected the greatest number of 
important settlements and thus carried the greatest frequency of traffic. 
Moreover the route shown is not necessarily intended as a single route at 
all. For example, from Tigranocerta some travellers would follow the 
TP’s road as far as Vostan and Van, but then continue into Iran. Others 
would come from Artaxata as far as Van, but then continue to northern 
Iraq via the Hakkari. 

It has to be said that if the southern route is correct, the distances on 
the map fit badly with those on the ground, even the distances between 
stations that can be identified with reasonable security. Moreover an 
equivalent for Ptolemy's Bouana (Van) and perhaps for his Artemita 
(today's Edremit) are lacking, whereas we should expect these to fig- 
ure on the TP. If the southern alignment is correct, a substantial degree 
of corruption has to be assumed. Certain names have been left out, oth- 
ers have been corrupted beyond recognition. However the northerly 
route, as we shall see, would be subject to more or less the same diffi- 
culties. 

We shall attempt to fit the TP's names first to the southerly, then to 
the northerly route. In either case the procedure is to take the most 
important settlements of the Classical and medieval periods, choose sta- 
tions for them according to position on the TP, and find likely sites for 
the rest, judging likelihood from nature of site, resemblance of name and 
the TP's distances. We shall then examine a third, still more northerly, 
alternative. This is Manandian's alignment, which runs through the west 
end of the plain of Mus and up the Aracani/Murat Su valley. 


(1) South of Lake Van 


Тће proposed locations are as in the following table. (Ra = Ravenna 
Cosmography.) 


35 Тһе Ravenna Cosmography (П.Т, p.49) seems to mention Xlat‘/Ahlat as Calata. 
Arcke/Adilcevaz is apparently first mentioned in the 7th century A.D.; for references, 
HÜBSCHMANN 1904, 328. 
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Tigranocarten 

Zanserio (Ra Zancerio) XXX Baykan, nr. Derzin 
Cymiza XX Bitlis 

Dyzanas (Ra Dizanas) XXII Т‘их/Гиб, nr. Тауап 
<Zoaranda> XXVI Kindirans 

Vastauna (Ra Bastavena) XXVI (V)ostan/Gevas 

? <Artemita> Edremit 

? <Buana> XXVI Van 

Molchia Amiwk‘/Amik 
Dagnevan (Ra Dognovana) XXVI Bendimahi 
Flegoana ХМ Akans/modern Erciş 
Isumbo/Patansana Patnos 














Order of the stations 


Before attempting to identify individual stations, we will develop an 
argument in favour of the above order of stations. 


Pliny's evidence. Pliny describes the initial stages of the river Tigris’ 
course as follows?6. It rises upstream of lake Aretissa and flows through 
that lake without mixing with its waters. It re-emerges at a place called 
Zoaranda, then similarly flows through Lake Thespitis, re-surfacing on 
dry land at Nymphaeum?. 

Pliny's Lake Thespitis is Lake Van: the name is derived from Tosp, the 
Armenian name for the Van plain attested in the Late Classical period?*. 
The first lake must then be another, from which a river flows into Lake 
Van. The only such lake, of any size at least, is Lake Егсек. A river flows 
into it from the east. There is no egress from І..Егсек, but a second river, 
coming equally from the east, flows round the lake, separated from it by a 
line of heights; then flows down to lake Van along the path which would 
have been followed by a river which did flow out of L.Ergek. The lower 
course of the second river could have inspired the notion of a re-emer- 
gence of the river Tigris on dry land after a subaqueous passage through 
L.Ercek. 


36 Риму, Natural History VI.xxxi.127-8. 

37 Cf. STRABO XI.14.18, where “Arsene” is substituted for *Aretissa". 

38 HEWSEN 1992, 63, 63A, 185 n.150. PTOLEMY V.13.7, has “Thospitis” for the dis- 
trict (not the lake). See GARSOIAN 1989, 496-7; HEWSEN 1992, 332. 
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Certainly Pliny describes Lake Aretissa in terms appropriate to Lake 
Van rather than Lake Erçek. Fish, according to Pliny, survive in the 
stream of the Tigris as it flows through Aretissa. Rivers flowing into the 
real Lake Van form a fan of fresh water, where fish survive: the notion 
of a subaqueous, separate stream could easily have been based on the 
information of local inhabitants. Similarly Pliny puts the Taurus moun- 
tains between Lakes Aretissa and Thespitis. In reality the Taurus are 
south of L.Van and should come after L.Thespitis in the sequence. How- 
ever Pliny's Nymphaeum is clearly Bas Bulak, a spring issuing from a 
cave on the south side of the main chain of the Taurus in the Müküs val- 
ley. From there the river finds its way to the Bohtan Su, a major tribu- 
tary of the Tigris?. So Pliny's account is derived, at a remove, from 
local information. 

Similarly his Zoaranda, where the Tigris emerges on land for the 
first time, must be the Góllü plain. The latter, on the south shore of 
L.Van, is set above the lake and only separated from the descent into 
the lake by a wall of rock. A river rises on the plain from springs in 
the heights to the west and north-west of the plain; this river, how- 
ever, flows southward rather than into Lake Мапе. Eventually it finds 
a way through the Taurus chain and into the Hizan basin, which is fur- 
ther west than the Müküs valley. It, too, joins the Bohtan Su. The 
Góllü plain should be upstream of L.Van if it is to play the exact part 
which Pliny ascribes to it. Otherwise it fits Pliny's description, since 
the river rising on the plain could be seen as a river coming up out of 
L.Van. 


Elegosine, Flegoana and Arsesa. Marquart proposed that the probably 
corrupt name “Flegoana” of the TP was related geographically and ety- 
mologically to Pliny's Elegosine, the place where according to him the 
Tigris rises*!. On the hypothesis of a southern route, Flegoana would lie 
on the plain of Ercis, on the north shore of L.Van. The Armenian name 
for the river in the plain of Ercis, АП (Zilan Пете in Turkish); the name 
for the district, Aliovit; the modern name “Ağı”, a village north of the 
probable site of the TP's Flegoana, are по doubt related to *Elegoana", 


39 The same place must be Strabo's Chalonitis, XI.14.8. On both authors and the 
place, THIERRY 1970, 145. 

40 THIERRY 1972, 148-9. Thierry also mentions the flooding of the plain, which leads 
to an escape of water into L.Van. The latter is relevant to a later stage in the argument 
here: pp.74-75 below. 

^! Риму, Natural History VLxxxi.27; MARKWART 1930, 61. 
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the likely original form of the road station's name in the TP, and 
^Elegosine "^, 

Pliny writes that the Tigris rises on level ground, where the river 
flows relatively slowly, and the name of the place (“loco”) where it rises 
is Elegosine. The form of the name “Elegosine” suggests a district 
rather than a location, so "Elegosine", in the geographical scheme 
which Pliny reflects, is the name for the plain of Ercis. Below we shall 
argue that this is the case only because of a confusion: the plain actually 
called Elegosine was confused with the plain of Ercis, and the latter's 
name, which we do not know exactly, was genetically related to 
" Aliovit" and “Ай”. 

However Pliny then states that the river enters the first lake, Lake 
Aretissa. We have already argued that this must be Lake Ercek. True, the 
ground through which the actual river flows before reaching L.Ercek is 
even and more or less level. But Pliny's Elegosine is not to the east of 
L.Ercek; it is the plain of Erciş. Why are the two districts confused in 
Pliny, in such a way that he describes the river as rising in the plain of 
Erciş? 

Ptolemy’s name Arsesa, which he gives as the name of a lake*?, 
would be more appropriate to the district of Erciş, and as the Greek 
equivalent of *Arée$", the Armenian name for a settlement on the 
plain of Erciş. The latter settlement was first a village“, then, certainly 
from the mid-9th century to the 16th century, a city?. It therefore 
appears that Arsesa, or strictly its Armenian equivalent, was either the 
name of the district of Erciş or else the name of a settlement, prede- 
cessor of the known settlement of Агсе5. Arčēš, by the shore, was at 
this stage a village. The settlement named on the TP as Flegoana is not 
the same, but a short way inland, as we shall argue below (pp.77-78). 
It follows that the name Arsesa found in Ptolemy is properly the name 
of a district. 

It was easy for this name to become understood as the name of a lake, 
and in particular of L.Van. The name “Агзеза” was similar to that of 
L.Ergek (Armn. *Arcisak"), and the two could have been confused in 
the geographical tradition in such a way that “Arsesa” was mistakenly 
applied to L.Ercek. The names found in the ancient texts — Arsissa, 
Aretissa and Arsene — all seem to be variations of the name Arsesa 


42 All argued below, рр.77-78. 

43 V.13.8. 

44 HUBSCHMANN 1904, 329. 

45 Soy. Arm. Enc., ^ Arée$" (2.87.1-88.2); ЕР, “Ardjish”, 1.627. 
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after the confusion of names had occurred 6. A second possibility is that 
locally L.Van was in fact known by the name “ Атѕеѕа”, or rather by the 
Armenian name current at the time: the latter would have been “ Arces" 
or something very similar. However it is somewhat unlikely that L. Van 
as a whole was known by the name of a district outlying its north-east- 
ern arm. Moreover the name Thespitis is attested in Pliny; and in the 
text of Ptolemy a lake Thospitis has just been mentioned (V.13.7, fol- 
lowed by Arsesa at V.3.8). So it is hardly likely that the name “ Arsesa" 
was applied to L.Van by any of the geographers; but the possibility 
remains all the same. 

To conclude this section of the discussion. The name Elegosine 
found in Pliny is the name of a plain, which Pliny wrongly supposes to 
be that of Ercis. The name Arsesa found in Ptolemy was the correct 
name for the plain of Ercis, but Ptolemy wrongly supposes it to apply 
to a lake. Pliny's account reflects a confusion between two plains, the 
plain of Егсіз and another plain*’, while Ptolemy's account reflects a 
confusion between two names, that for the plain of Ercis and that for 
L.Ergek, which means that *Arsesa" is mistakenly put by Ptolemy as 
the name of a lake. There was certainly some confusion between 
L.Van апа L.Ergek, but Arsesa and other similar names (Arsissa, 
Aretissa, Arsene) were primarily applied by the Classical geographers 
to І..Егсек. 


Flegoana, Elegosine and Patansana. It now remains to suggest that in 
the corpus of geographical knowledge out of which the TP was com- 
piled there was a confusion between the plain of Góllü on the south 
shore of L.Van and that of Егсі on the north shore. 

In the first place, the name in the early 7th-century Asxarhac‘oyc‘ Тог 
the lake which forms on the plain of Göllü in spring, is Etigi*®. 

In the second place, it is only at the Góllü plain that the phenomenon 
which Pliny describes, the disappearance of the river underground, can 
be said to take place. In spring a lake forms on the plain, and the excess 
flows out through three natural tunnels in the rock barrier which divides 


46 For all names, RE “Arsissa”. The name *Arsakis", which occurs in Plutarch's 
Rivers (24.1), is the only Classical name to reflect the Armenian pronunciation of the 
name for L.Ercek. However the text in question is a forgery and it is not clear how much 
reliance should be placed on the closeness of “Arsakis” to Armn. “Arčišak”. 

47 Tt is possible that Pliny's Elegosine was a wider area than Arsesa: Aliovit stretched 
along the shore further east than the plain of Ercis, as far as Bendimahi: see HEWSEN 
1992, 163 n.1, 167 n.93. “Arsesa” would then stand for western Aliovit. 

^5 HUBSCHMANN 1904, 323 and esp. 324-5; HEWSEN 1992, 63, 344 n.60. 


THE SITE ОЕ TIGRANOCERTA II 75 


the plain from the lake shore}. Of course this is not in strict reality the 
renewed sinking underground of a river which has just emerged above 
ground after leaving L.Van. In reality it is the disappearance into L.Van, 
by short underground tunnels, of water which was never in L.Van in the 
first place. But the Góllü phenomenon was evidently seen, by under- 
standable inaccuracy, as the first, i.e. the disappearance of a river under- 
ground. It is possible that the Góllü plain (as opposed to the lake, Eligi) 
was actually called Elegosine or, strictly speaking, the Armenian name 
which underlies the Greco-Latin name Elegosine??, 

Thirdly, the position of the station of Patansana on the TP's route 
from Tigranocerta to Artaxata is puzzling. The position between 
Dyzanas (to be identified as Tug, at the south-west corner of the lake) 
and Vastauna (Vostan/Ostan, now Gevas) on the TP does suggest a loca- 
tion on the Góllü plain. But it is hard to find a local name which would 
fit?!, The settlement, lying on the route, which suggests itself strongly as 
corresponding to “Patansana” is Patnos, on the Malazgirt plain and 
north-west of Ercis. Pliny's text reflects the assumptions that the Malaz- 
girt and Егс1$ plains were continuous and that the Tigris flows through 
the Malazgirt plain. However if the TP's Patansana was originally at or 
near modern Patnos, a radical transposition must have occurred, the only 
possible cause of which is a confusion between the Góllü and Ercis 
plains. In other words, because the two districts are confused, at some 
stage an author wrongly supposes that a settlement on the one plain? is 
on the other plain, that of Góllü. The transposition is unlikely to have 
taken place on the predecessor versions of the TP: it is much more likely 
to have taken place in the assemblage of information on which the TP is 
based. 

Тһе name Zoaranda found in Pliny as the spot where the Tigris re- 
emerges above ground after its subaqueous journey through L.Van, may 


^ MAUNSELL 1893-94, II.150-1; HUBSCHMANN 1904, 324-5; THIERRY 1972, 48-9. 

50 Suggested by HEWSEN 1992, 344. The name for the plain would not have been 
Ена, but a longer name, possibly Eligasen. 

5! The village of Kindirans might be suggested. For a century at least it has been the 
district centre of an area stretching west of the Deveboynu peninsula, and indeed is the 
district's natural centre, being near the main track between Bitlis and Van, near fertile and 
level ground, centrally placed etc.. “Gintirans”, the Armenian form of the name, might 
have been transcribed into a Latin name of the form “Gintiransa”. This could perhaps 
have changed to “Patransana” under the pens of copyists distant in time and space from 
this part of Armenia. Below (p.76, n.53) we will suggest that the true predecessor of 
“Kindirans” or “Gindirans” was Pliny’s "Zoaranda". 

52 On the edge of the Erciş plain more strictly, but this may have been unknown to апу 
ancient geographer. 
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well be the name which would have been written in the TP between 
Dyzanas and Vastauna if the transposition of Patansana had not taken 
place*?. 


Notes on the sites 


Baykan (Zanserio). The present town of Baykan is recent™; but 5 km. to 
the south-east is the village of Derzin or Deyr Zin. The consonants of 
“Derzin” may well betray the original of “Zancerio”. Above the village is 
a ruined castle on a peak, of some importance in the 16th century and по 
doubt before?*, In the Classical period there was probably a town on the site 
of the present village, and the town carried the name (original of Zancerio) 
by which the TP identified the station; but the latter was a village or group 
of houses right by the track, at the present position of Baykan. 


Bitlis. Тће name Cymiza is a representation of a local Armenian name 
which appears in the late Middle Ages as Сотк“ or Goms (“habita- 
tions", *stables"). Goms, marked on Turkish апа US maps as Kümüs, 
was a village about 2 km. to the north of the present central area of 
Bitlis. It was incorporated in that town as Kimis Mahallesi. The 
Goms/Cymiza of the 2nd or 3rd century A.D. may have been the settle- 
ment spread around the citadel rock, which lies in the centre of the main 
valley; or, less likely, the principal inhabited area was at the site of the 
present Kimis Mahallesi”. 


Tuğ, near Tatvan. Dyzanas or Dizanas will be Ptolemy's Daoudyana 
(V.13.2) and Armn. Datuan. However the ancient site lies on the north 
side of the bay??, some way off the route. The village on the ancient site 
moved to the modern site sometime between the mid-17th century and 
the beginning of the 19th. The likely site for the TP's station is the vil- 
lage of Tug, where a church of Late Classical date survives?. As with 


Тһе modern name Kindirans, Armn. Gintirans, may well be the descendant. 
5 Not mentioned at all in Mesopotamia Handbook 1917, p.197. 
55 TAYLOR 1865, 45. 
5 Sharafnama 1.191, 194-5, 436. 
A monastery was founded at Goms in the late Middle Ages. Known as Gomac‘ 
Vank', or the monastery of the Mother of God and St. George, it became the town's lead- 
ing monastery in the Ottoman period. See OSKEAN 1947, 919-24; AKINEAN 1952, 27; 
Clph. 1955, p.165, по.168; SINCLAIR 1987, 299-302, 307. On the village's name, see also 
TT 413, p.37, Kumüs. 

58 See the references in SINCLAIR 1987, 278-9. 

59 Cuneo 1973, 81-2, 85-8. 
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Zanserio/Baykan, the road station is named after а more substantial set- 
tlement at some distance off the road. 


Kindirans («Zoaranda»). See above, pp.72, 74-76. 


(V)ostan (Vastauna). The ancient site is by the lake, while the modern 
town of Gevaş lies on a plain a short way inland”. 


Edremit or Artamid. «Artemita» has been included here because it 
features in Ptolemy (V.13.21), and because it is a natural stage between 
(V)ostan and Van. However the journey between (V)ostan and Van 
could have been done in a day (33 km., 22 RM). 


Van. See remarks above, pp. 68-70. 


Amiwk'/Amik. The medieval town lay by a natural harbour; the citadel, 
on a rock above the lake, is protected by cliffs on three sides?!. Its 
known history starts in the early 7th century with the АҰхағһас оус 62, 
The town would have lain some distance off the road. The consonants of 
*Amiwk" offer a reasonable but not close fit with those of *Molchia"9. 


Bendimahi, at the mouth of the Bendimahi Cay (Dagnevana). A road 
station would have been essential at this point, as the shore road is 
joined by a route from Dariwnk'/Bayezid over the shoulder of Tendürek 
Dag. The name Dagnevana may well be connected with “Jknateank‘ 
Ark'uni", “Royal Fishery”. This is not a place name, but the Arsacid 
kings of Armenia are known to have had the rights to the fish caught 
here, at the mouth of the river Arest. The settlement of Arest, at least in 
the Late Classical period, was at least larger than a village. It was also 
known as Afestawan, which may have helped the formation of “-уапа” 
in the TP’s “Dagnevana”™. 


Ексіҙ, modern site (Akans, "Springs" ). This was the point at which a 
track leading from Bendimahi (and, further east, from Khoy and Tabriz) 


60 Гумсн IL 123-6. 
9! THIERRY 1976, 165-6. 
62 For a complete history of the town, THIERRY 1989, 175-6. 
5 The name Amiwk* suggests Arabic “ата, “depths”. Perhaps the й of the original 
Semitic form was heard as of. These points were suggested by Prof. C.Dowsett. 
64 BP IILviii; САКЅОЇАМ 1989, 445; HEWSEN 1992, 186. 
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towards Erzurum and the Agri plain would most naturally have been 
joined by a track coming eastwards along the lake's northern shore. 
Beside being a road junction, Akans was the natural site for a settlement, 
owing to the presence of several thermal springs®. The original name of 
the TP's *Flegoana", in other words the name first marked on a prede- 
cessor version of the TP, may well have been “Elegoana” or *Eleoana". 
This name was no doubt related to “АН”, the name of the river flowing 
down the western side of the plain of Ercis, and to the name of the dis- 
trict, Aliovit. The true phonetic and etymological connection of the 
name for the TP's station, therefore, is with АН and Aliovit rather than 
Pliny's Elegosine®. 


Patnos (? Isumbo, Patansana)?". The TP’s station of Isumbo, with its 
two towers, was evidently a substantial settlement, and cannot have lain 
at the present Zomik. The latter lies at the edge of the plain and off the 
course of the main track, followed by the present road, towards the Ara- 
cani/Murat Su. The two large Urartian sites of Anzavurtepe, a military 
enclosure, and Giriktepe, a palace, make it more than likely that in 
Urartian times a sizeable civilian settlement stood on or near the present 
site of Patnos; there is no reason to reject the supposition that this set- 
tlement continued into Classical times®. Asotik mentions a “plateau” 
just by the village of Cumb on which Georgian and Armenian troops 
encamped in order to engage and eventually drive out the army of the 
amir of Azerbayjan in 998/99; his description more or less certifies that 
the plateau was that of Anzavurtepe, which lies 2 km. from modern Pat- 
1050, *Cumb"; *Zomik", the name of the village 8 km. from Patnos; 
“Zombis”, the name in Ammianus Marcellinus; and “zom”, “moveable 
bridge", “pontoon bridge", may all be related. If so, the bridge in 
question must have been that crossing at Patnos; at Zomik there is по 


65 Mentioned by the Стаппита, tr. Charmoy 166. The name the text gives to this 
spring, Diyadin, is probably transferred from another town with sulphurous springs, 
which lies to the north-east of Ala Dag. In the late Middle Ages at least one member of 
the Kara Koyunlu family, which controlled the Van region, was buried in a mausoleum 
here. See ASLANAPA 1956, 105; SERIF 1932, 12-3, 61. For other members of the family 
buried probably here, but possibly at Erciş, SÜMER 1967, 112, 115, 117; Кйар-і 
Diyarbakriyya 11.426. 

96 See above, pp. 72-73, 74. 

97 Above, pp.72-75 for the argument that Patansana belongs after Flegoana in the 
sequence and that the site must be on or near the plain of Ercis. 

6 For a summary and for other nearby sites, SINCLAIR 1987, 285-6. 

© Азоык, tr. Dulaurier, Vol.2, Ш.ХЫ, pp.156-7. “Anzavur” is unlikely to be pho- 
netically related to “Cumb”. 

7 Бог Zombis, AMM. МАКС. ХХШ.уі.3; DILLEMANN 1962, 162. 
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river of апу size, and по need to cross one. The name, therefore, must 
have migrated from the site of the present Patnos at some point between 
the 10th and the 19th century. 

The name Patansana, however, should also belong to the present Pat- 
nos. Similarity of names apart, Armenian “patnéS” (+ “а-уап”), “тап- 
part", "barrier", indicates Anzavurtepe again, since the size of the 
Urartian enclosure there invites such a name, and others in the vicinity 
do not. Our argument above indicated that Pliny reflects a muddled and 
inconsistent geographical scheme in which the Tigris rises on the plain 
of Ercis, and that in this scheme Patansana (which itself is not men- 
tioned by Pliny) lay on the plain of Ercis’!. This would appear to rule out 
the proposition that Patansana could have lain on the plain of Malazgirt. 
Pliny, however, betrays a geographical picture in which the plain of 
Malazgirt is continuous with that of Ercis. The upper course of the 
Tigris, he says, flows through Archene, and in one stretch runs so close 
to the Euphrates that it is impossible to distinguish the two. Archene is 
Armenian Hark‘, which in the Armenian sources describing the 4th cen- 
tury and onwards comprised the western half of the Malazgirt plain”. 
However the name may earlier have applied to the whole plain, since 
Apahunik', the name for the eastern half, is only attested in the 4th cen- 
tury and is derived from the name of a princely family rather than being 
originally a geographical term. Even if in the first century A.D. the term 
meant only the west half of the plain, Pliny's description implies (igno- 
rantly) that Archene and the plain of Егс1$ are part of the same plain. 
This in turn means that in the geographical scheme where Patansana was 
first represented, and in which it was eventually transposed to the Góllü 
plain, Patansana actually lay on the plain of Ercis, considered as a plain 
encompassing that of Malazgirt. 

The names “Isumbo” and *Patansana", therefore, belong to the same 
place, just as the names “Amida” and “Ad Tygrem" on the TP also 
belong to one and the same place. Whether both “Isumbo” and 
"Patansana" were originally marked as belonging to the same place, or 
"Patansana" was marked later, probably in place of “Уоагапда”, is hard 
to вау”. 


71 Рр.70-75 above. 

72 Риму, Natural History VI.xxxi.128. For the Armenian sources, HÜBSCHMANN 1904, 
328. 

75 An alternative but weaker explanation is to suppose that Patansana was originally 
marked between Flegoana and Isumbo. This on the ground would mean somewhere on 
the low and wide saddle connecting the two plains. Near the village of Dedeli there 


existed an Urartian citadel and cemetery (SINCLAIR 1987, 286). If “patnēš” is the origin 
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Distances. The table compares the TP's distances with the distances 
on the ground over this route. 









































Actual | Equiv. |Distance| Diver- 
distance,| in RM | in TP, | gence, 
km. RM RM 
Tigranocarten 
Zanserio/Baykan 32/5 22 XXX -8 
Cymiza/Bitlis 54 36 XX +16 
Dyzanas/Tug 27 18 XXII -4 
«Zoaranda»/Kindirans 38 26 XXVII -1 
Vastauna/Vostan 64 43 XXVI +19 
? «Artemita»/Edremit 19 
? «Buana»/Van 14 72 49 XXXII +17 
Molchia/Amiwk 39 
Dagnevana/Bendimahi 31 21 XXV -4 
Flegoana/Akans 36 24 XV +9 
Isumbo/Zomik 52 36 XV +11 
Totals? 406 274 213 +61 























(2) The north shore of L.Van 


The place name identifications in this version of the route run as in 
the following table. 


of the name, it could refer to the Urartian citadel. The worst difficulty with the explana- 
tion is that it requires two migrations of names, first that of Cumb from the present Pat- 
nos to the present Zomik, then that of Patansana from Dedeli to the present Patnos, which 
was perhaps deserted at the time. 

^ Figure computed by measuring on the map as far as Zok; then taking the distance 
in miles from the Mesopotamia Handbook, pp.305-6, for the distance from Zok to the 
ziyaret (Muslim place of pilgrimage) of Wa'iz el-Qurani, now Veysel Kurani; and then 
taking the distance along the modern road for the distance from the ziyaret to Baykan. 
The distance in the Handbook looks too long, but is much nearer to those travelled in the 
Classical period than modern road distances. 

75 These totals are given partly to point out that the excesses of the TP outweigh its 
undershoots and partly to iron out the effect of possible misplacings of the stations: a 
single misplacing will not affect the sum of the two distances either side, and the total of 
the route would not be affected if all the stations were wrongly placed. 
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Tigranocarten 

Zanserio (Ra Zancerio) XXX Baykan, near Derzin 
Cymiza XX Bitlis 

Dyzanas (Ra Dizanas) XXII Tatvan (the old site) 
Patansana (Ra Patransana) XXVII Ahlat, medieval site 
Vastauna (Ra Bastavana) XXVI Adilcevaz, medieval site 
Molchia XXXII Ercis, medieval site 
Dagnevana (Ка Dognovana) XXVI ? Near Ağı 

Flegoana ХМ ? Near Kamisvan 
Isumbo ХМ Patnos 


Notes on the table 
Baykan and Bitlis are common to the two routes. 


Tatvan, old site. 'The road station, on the supposition of the northerly 
route, actually is old Tatvan. 


Ahlat. Could the name Madavans, which is that of the village just north 
of the ancient site of Ahlat, be a descendant of the TP’s “Рагапзапа" 2 If 
so, perhaps in some part dispersion of the population of the town on the 
medieval site of Ahlat a group of families settled at what is now Madavans. 


Adilcevaz, medieval Arcke. The lakeside medieval city was of some 
significance"6. There are strong arguments to show that the predecessor 
city, though on a site somewhat inland from that of the medieval city, 
was Arza$kun, the first attested Urartian royal city. Arzas$kun was 
founded by Arame, the first known king of an united Urartu: afterwards 
the capital was moved to Van by Sarduri I (844-833 B.C.)". Now in 
virtue of such a historical past the Armenian "(V)ostan" (“сошт”, 


76 Sov. Arm. Enc., “ Arcke", 2.71.1-3. 

77 There is a reasonable correspondence of consonants in the names. The text in ques- 
tion implies that ArzaSkun was either near or in a region of lakes (RUSSELL 1984, 190), 
and this would fit Adilcevaz, which is by L.Van and near L.Nazik and Насип Gólü. It is 
likely that there was a substantial town site at Adilcevaz in the 9th century B.C.: see my 
reasoning in Sinclair 1.275. DIAKONOFF (84 and n.149 to p.76) has settled for Adilcevaz. 
Burney's suggestion (BURNEY & LANG 1972, 130) of somewhere between Malazgirt and 
Bulanik has a worse claim than Adilcevaz to be in or near a region of lakes; none of the 
sites in that district are convincing. 
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“kingly or princely residence", which “Vastauna” seems to represent), 
could well have been current as the local name of the settlement at Arcké. 


Near Agi and Near Kamigvan. These are just suggestions as to how 
attempts might be made to identify the sites 1f the route along the north 
shore of L.Van is adopted. The name “Agi” might reflect a local name 
which lies beneath “Dagnevana”’*. *Kamusvan" consists of Turk. 
“kamış”, "reed" + Armn. “-уап”, "house", "settlement". Marquart 
suggested that an original Elegosina was altered to Flegosana: in the lat- 
ter word the s has been obliterated, according to Marquart, by a crack in 
the parchment. The local Armenian name was, in Marquart's opinion, 
Elegna&en, “Built from reeds”, or ^Elegnacin", *Reed-bearing "^. 


The distances are an even worse fit than the names, as the accomp- 
anying table shows. 



































Actual | Equiv. |Distance| Diver- 
distance, in RM | in TP, | gence, 
km. RM RM 
Tigranocarten 
Zanserio/Baykan 32 22 30 -8 
Cymiza/Bitlis 54 37 20 +17 
Dyzanas/Tatvan 14 10 22 +12 
Patansana/Ahlat 30 21 27 +6 
Vastauna/Adilcevaz 27 17 26 +9 
Molchia/Ercis 58 40 32 -8 
Dagnevana/? nr. Ağı 18 12 26 +14 
Flegoana/? nr. Kamisvan 20 14 15 +1 
Isumbo/Patnos 14 10 15 T4 
Total 267 184 213 +29 
Total, Tigranocerta-Cymiza*? 86 59 50 -9 
Total, Molchia-Isumbo 52 36 46 +10 




















7$ Above (p. 78), an identification of Flegoana (*Eleoana, representing Armn. Elivan 
or Alivan) was proposed. “Dagnevana” might have equal claims to represent an original 
“Ativan”, which would require placing Dagnevana at Erciş. This is strongly opposed by 
the distances on the map and by the consequent lack of a suitable site for Molchia. 

79 MARKWART 1930, 61. The argument depends on a series of unlikely and unsup- 
ported assumptions, in particular the assumption that the letter rendered illegible by the 
crack in the parchment was s rather than any other in the Latin alphabet. 

80 Given as a check in case the stations are wrongly placed. 
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(3) Manandian's route 


Given that the attempt to reconcile either of the shore routes with the 
TP's Tigranocerta-Artaxata section leads to such serious accusations of 
inaccuracy and corruption, is it possible that the real route lay else- 
where? The best attempt at another route is Manandian's in Trade and 
Cities*'. He takes Isumbo as Cumb, and accepts Tigranocerta as Sil- 
van*?. We will describe the route's general alignment, then discuss his 
identifications of the individual stations. 

From Silvan it follows the Batman Su upstream into the Kulp basin, 
and follows the vale of Kulp into the plain of Mus: Patansana is to be 
sought not far from Mus (Manandian p.105). Then the route crosses a 
range of hills north-east into the Murat Su valley again. Further east in 
that valley it passes through the Liz-Bulanik plain, the core of the dis- 
trict of Hark' (which, as Manandian points out, is without question well 
attested in Armenian sources). It then passes into the great plain of 
Malazgirt (but, to avoid confusion in the forthcoming argument, Manan- 
dian makes no attempt to identify one of the stations with the town of 
Malazgirt). The Malazgirt plain was the centre of the district of Apahu- 
nik‘, again attested in later periods. Cumb lies at the plain's eastern end. 


Zanserio (Ra Zancerio) is put at the confluence of the Kulp Su with 
another, not named by Manandian (p.106), but which he probably means 
to be the Lice Su. The argument is as follows. The 13th-century Syriac 
historian Bar-Hebraeus mentions а Zoniqart, which Bar-Hebraeus puts at 
the confluence of the rivers ређа and Arsinos. Manandian rightly rejects 
the idea that the Arsinos is the river Arsanias or Lower Euphrates 
(p.106), but goes on to identify it with the Kulp Su. The name 
"Zoniqart" is [in the mouths of Armenians, perhaps,] "Zancerta" 
(p.105), which then appears in the Ravenna Cosmography as Zancerio. 

We can accept with reservations the second half of the argument, which 
takes us from “Zoniqart” to “Zancerio”. But Manandian offers no reason 
for choosing, as the river Arsinos, the Kulp Su in preference to the more 
obvious Arsanias. He does not identify Bar-Hebraeus' ређа. Nor does ће 
offer an ancient site at the junction of the Kulp Su with any other river. 

The real Zoniqart was the enormous castle now called Amini Kale, 
near the village of Amini?. This occupied a table, about 1 1/2 km. 


5! MANANDIAN 1965, 101-6. 

82 MANANDIAN 1965, 104 (Cumb) and 102 (Silvan). The latter identification is 
accepted without reserve from Lehmann-Haupt. 

83 Described in SiNCLAIR 1989b, 269-70. Taylor's *Ammaneh Kaleh". 
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square, above high cliffs at the junction of the gorges of the Dibni Su 
and Ergani Maden Su: below the confluence the river is called the 
Tigris. The Dibni Su can easily be accepted as Bar-Hebraeus's Пеђа. 
The Arsinos was probably so named after Arsinia, two stations from ad 
Tygrem on the TP's road toward Melitene. Arsinia was at the old town 
site above modern Ergani. Arsinia was later called Агдатп (Arab.), 
Атіпі (Armn.) and other similar names. Zoniqart/Amini Kale is about 75 
km. west of the Lice Su-Kulp Su confluence, which is much too far west 
for Manandian's route. 


For Dyzanas Manandian offers no site, but only a connection of the 
name with Arzan or Syriac Arzón via the form "Arzanas". We are to 
suppose, but are not told, that “Аттап” is the Armenian form of Arzón, 
the Syriac name for the district of Aljnik', in which Dyzanas, which is 
no doubt in the Kulp basin, can be assumed to lie. The Armenian name, 
however, precisely is Aljnik'. Sometimes, it is true, the name Arzn, that 
of the district of the Garzan Su and of the city of Arzan, was used in lieu 
of “Atjnik*”. This, however, looks like special pleading. 


Cymiza is identified by Manandian with Kildiz. According to him, the 
Greek form, CYAAIZA, of the correct ancient name, presumably simi- 
lar to Kildiz, was corrupted to CYMIZA, which then becomes Latin 
Cymiza. (P.105.) It is assumed without argument that the local names 
were written in Greek characters before being written in Latin. The 
sound “К” is written C in Greek. Moreover ЛА is conveniently cor- 
rupted to M; all for the sake of a village which lacks an ancient site. 
Strictly speaking the substitution of K for C in the spelling of the sup- 
posed Greek original would reduce this argument's vulnerability. 


For Patansana Manandian suggests that it should be sought “not far 
from Mus": the site, therefore, which has not been found, is on the plain 
of Mus. Manandian assumes the Armenian name was Patransawan, and 
"for this reason the name of this station should be corrected to 
Patansauna (cf. Bagauna = Bagawan)". In defence of the assumed name 
of Patransawan, Manandian says, “А village of the same name, Patras, 
exists at present in the Sparkert district of the vilayet of Bitlis.” 

The logic of emending “Рагапзапа" to “Раѓапѕаџпа” сап be eluci- 
dated by considering a parallel case. Suppose we are faced with the 
name Bagana on the TP. We then argue: the original name of the station 
was Bagawan, therefore the name on the TP should be corrected to 
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Bagauna. Of course the mere occurrence of a particular village name in 
a district about 100 km. to the south-east, to the south of L.Van, is no 
reason why we should accept the existence of a settlement of the same 
name near Mus. The supposition that a village of the same name existed 
at the same location in the Classical period would be much better sup- 
ported if such a name could be found on modern maps in the relevant 
position. 


Vastauna is identified with modern Bostak'end in the Murat Su valley 
about 25 km. east of the river's southward bend. According to Manan- 
dian, the village was evidently called in antiquity Bast-awan (= Bastauna 
or Bastavana). A village called Bast exists in the Sparkert district, so a 
village of that name could have existed in the Liz-Bulanik district. 
Unfortunately "Bostak'end" is only an Armenian pronunciation of 
“Bostankendi”, “Garden City". “Bostan” in Turkish means "garden", 
and “kendi” is probably Turkish “Кеп”, "city", plus the possessive suf- 
fix -i*^. Thus the name is of Turkish origin, and could not have been cur- 
rent in the Roman or Late Roman periods. Presumably it is for this rea- 
son that Manandian introduces the name Bast from the Sparkert district; 
that the name exists at all implies that it might underlie “Bostak‘end”’. 
Of course it only did underlie “Bostak‘end” if it was in the Liz-Bulanik 
district in the first place; which the existence of a village called Bast in 
the Sparkert district will hardly prove. 


For Molchia Manandian has no site to suggest. Dagnevana, according 
to Manandian, was the monastery of Donewank' in Hark‘. (p. 104.) 
Probably, if the general alignment of the road is right, we are at this 
point in the district of Hark‘. (But we do not know where in Hark‘ the 
monastery was. We may wonder whether it is very likely that a 
monastery of the 4th or 5th century would be a station on such a route. 
Perhaps the monastery was later founded at a village or town which was 
already called Donawan? To appraise the logic of adducing such a sup- 
position in support of identifying Dagnevana with Donevank', a parallel 
can be examined. This would run: there exists a town called 
Valarsawan, through which a transit route runs. А monastery is founded 
there, and just happens to be called Valars$avank'. The coincidence of 
names is not completely impossible, but most unlikely all the same. 


84 This binds a qualifying noun to a second noun іп a compound phrase. The qualified 
noun bears the suffix. 
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“Flegoana” is supposed by Manandian to be a mistake for “Elega- 
cana", which on his assumptions is the rendering in Roman letters of 
Armenian "Elegakan", “Reedy”. The latter is the name of a village in 
the district of Hark' mentioned by the medieval historian Asolik. 
(P.104.) In the parchment there is a crack between the “о” and the “а”, 
so a “с” (not any other letter) must automatically be supplied in this 
position? Apart from the introduction of a new letter, an emendation of 
о to a is assumed. Should not the last station before Isumbo be in the 
large district of Apahunik', since Cumb was at the district’s east end and 


we are advancing eastward through it? 


Summary. Apart from the stream of implausible emendations, ety- 
mologies and historical assumptions, the proposed identifications suf- 
fer from a further serious deficiency. This deficiency is a lack of sites 
on the ground, at or near the villages proposed by Manandian, with 
archaeological evidence of occupation, preferably in Classical or Late 
Classical times, but if not, then in neighbouring periods such as the 
Urartian or medieval. Some sites could be found along the way; but 
Manandian either does not know they are there or else avoids them 
because he cannot find in roughly the right place any similar names to 
those of the TP. 

A further deficiency is the lack of sites, such as can be found on the 
shore of L.Van, where the medieval settlement was evidently large and 
important. Considering that the TP's route from Tigranocerta to Artax- 
ata, wherever it ran, is likely to have been in frequent long-distance use, 
this lack of large, as opposed to any, medieval or ancient sites indicates 
clearly that the proposed route did not carry much long-distance traffic 
in ancient and medieval times, which explains why comparatively few 
settlements of note were formed along it. And this we know anyway; the 
major routes lay elsewhere. 


Comparison of the alternatives 


Manandian's route, for the reasons just summarised, can be rejected with 
some confidence. It should be noted that the rejection of Manandian's 
route has little bearing on the respective candidatures of Silvan and 
Arzan for the site of Tigranocerta. If we wanted to accept the Kulp 


85 This is what MARKWART (1930, 61) proposed. With the change from Е to E, and 
some other adjustments, this gave Markwart Elegosine, which he then supposed to be a 
historical rendering of Elegnasen, “Built from reeds”. 


THE SITE OF TIGRANOCERTA II 87 


basin-Murat Su route, we could still start it at Arzan and cause only a lit- 
tle extra distance and roundaboutness in the alignment. The case was 
very different with the routes between ad Tygrem and Tigranocerta. 

However the aim in the preceding discussion was, not to use the TP as 
an extra argument with which to discredit Silvan, but the more limited 
aim of finding for the TP's routes sensible lines on the ground which are 
consistent with siting Tigranocerta at Arzan. Two credible alignments 
have been found, those along, respectively, the north and the south 
shores of L.Van. Either of these would satisfy the aim of proving the 
TP's evidence consistent with siting Tigranocerta at Arzan. However 
one or other of these routes is the route actually represented by the TP, 
and even from the point of view of consistency with Arzan it is impor- 
tant to show that one or the other is the more convincing candidate, and 
can be accepted as the alignment actually in use. 

Among the sites proposed for the TP's stations, the first two, Baykan and 
Bitlis (for Zanserio and Cymiza) are shared by the two routes. Tatvan is 
also common to the two routes in the sense that the name Dyzanas would 
seem to represent the old site of Tatvan in any case, though the road station 
identified by the name would be different according to the route postulated. 

On the southerly route, the site of Kindirans, probably Zoaranda, car- 
ries some plausibility as a road station, while (V)ostan, the site chosen 
for Vastauna, seems virtually to clinch the case. The identification of 
Molchia with Amiwk* is reasonably convincing, given the strength of 
the site and its record of medieval occupation. That of Dagnevana with 
Bendimahi is plausible. This is argued by the existence, known from 
other sources, of a settlement at this location in the Classical and Late 
Classical periods and by the likelihood of a road junction at this point. 
However the philological argument for Bendimahi carries little strength 
when taken on its own. The omission of Van is surprising. On the other 
hand there is some evidence for the occupation of the city site of Van in 
the Classical period, whereas there is none for sites special to the 
northerly route, particularly Ahlat and Adilcevaz. So the choice of the 
southerly line as the one single route in south-east Armenia to be marked 
on a road map would be rational. Moreover the general scale of the dis- 
tances on the TP fit the southerly route better than the northerly. 

Furthermore the names of the stations between Dyzanas/Tatvan and 
Isumbo/Zomuk fit the sites along the northerly route considerably worse 
than those along the southerly. Patansana at Ahlat and Dagnevana near 
Аё are, philologically, cases of special pleading; Molchia at Erciş (or, 
perhaps, Akans) enjoys no philological support; but Flegoana near 
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Kamisvan stands some chance. Vastauna at Adilcevaz would carry a 
small degree of conviction if it were not that a place of almost exactly 
the same name exists at a suitable point on the southerly route. 

We can conclude that the southerly route, on grounds of fit of names, 
availability of sites, fit of distances and likelihood of alignment, is the 
superior choice. The TP's road mounted the Bitlis pass, went along the 
southern and eastern shores of L.Van through (V)ostan, Van and 
Amiwk', rounded the lake's northeastern finger and crossed the plain of 
Ercis, passing Akans and Dedeli, to reach Isumbo/Patnos. 

The fixing of the TP's route along this alignment supplies good evi- 
dence for the existence in the Classical period of a settlement of some 
size, possibly a town, at (V)ostan and less good evidence for the equiv- 
alent, more interesting because less expected, at Amiwk'. These two set- 
tlements can be placed on the map of Armenia in the Classical period, 
and its landscape thereby becomes a degree less bare. There was clearly 
a town of some size at Patnos/Isumbo-Patansana. To (V)ostan and 
Amiwk we may add the probability of a small town at Kale-i Zerzevan 
established in the discussion of the roads between ad Tygrem and Tigra- 
nocerta. 


4. The 37 miles of Tacitus 


When in A.D. 61 the Parthian king was preparing a force to invade 
Syria, and the Armenian kingdom was already under attack from 
Parthia, Corbulo sent Roman troops to Armenia's defence. (Annals 
XV.2-3.) A Parthian force under Monaeses sent by king Vologaeses 
reached and started to besiege Tigranocerta before the two Roman 
legions could come up. Corbulo sent a centurion to the Parthian king 
Vologaeses at Nisibis to complain about the invasion of a Roman 
province, which Corbulo claimed Armenia to be, and to threaten the 
Parthian king with a counter-invasion of Parthian territory. The centu- 
rion went to Nisibis and delivered the message. Here we are told the dis- 
tance between Tigranocerta and Nisibis. 

It is not the accuracy with which the figure is given, but its minor rel- 
evance to the story, which makes this figure so odd in the context. The 
centurion was not sent from Tigranocerta, because Corbulo and the two 
legions were not there, nor could Tigranocerta have been on his route, 
because it was still under siege by the Parthians. Vologaeses had not 
come back from Tigranocerta for the interview at Nisibis; there would 
be no point in his doing so if he had happened to be at Tigranocerta, but 
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in any case the deputing of Monaeses to command the invasion of 
Armenia makes it fairly certain that Tacitus did not suppose he had been 
there. The one point of relevance to the story is the distance of the 
Parthian king from the city by whose walls he might have received the 
message from the centurion, if he had taken the trouble to be present at 
the siege in person. Still, this is getting far-fetched. The king 1s prepar- 
ing another force to attack Roman Syria, a threat which Corbulo took 
very seriously (XV.3). There is no implication in the rest of the story 
that Vologaeses was being lazy or incompetent in staying at Nisibis. The 
figure of 37 miles is irrelevant to the story. 

The irrelevance of the figure inevitably clouds the reason for its inclu- 
sion, but tells us one interesting point about its source. If the figure is 
irrelevant to the rest of the story, presumably it is only included by con- 
sulting a source outside those from which the narrative as a whole is 
drawn. One can imagine Tacitus consulting an official document to find 
the figure. If the figure happens to be a later interpolation, which is 
much more likely, a document would still have to be consulted*. 

This brings us back to the Tabula Peutingeriana. Much the most 
likely document is a road map. Of course it is most improbable that the 
map actually consulted in this case was the initial (third-century) version 
of the TP, but the TP is much the best guide to the nature of such a map. 

Тће distortion of real road directions by which Tigranocerta is pulled 
more or less to the banks of the Tigris and under the lee of the Taurus is 
one of the most striking in this part of the TP. The result is, apart from 
the last two stages, a straight line between Tigranocerta and Nisibis. This 
straight line is apparently the feature of the map which, in this district, 
the cartographer drew first, or at least determined first; the seriousness 
of the distortion only improves the argument's strength. Beside being 
the determining feature, as it were, of this corner of the map, the road 
between Nisibis and Tigranocerta is also the one which the reader's eye 
would pick up first, provided he was a newcomer to the map or at least 
to this part. 

If it was a map similar to the TP which was consulted for the figure 
of 37 miles, how does the figure of 37 come about? Here a striking piece 
of information from the early Middle Ages is relevant. The Arab geo- 
grapher Ibn al-Faqth, writing in the late 10th century A.D., states that the 


#6 SyME (1973, 66-7) intimated without saying so that the adjectival phrase detailing 
the 37 miles was an interpolation. He also suggested a documentary source, probably 
milestones. SYME (1958, 1.396) had previously suggested more vaguely a “source”, 
which would mean either an official source, a geographer or a map. Cf. ibid. 1.747. 
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distance between Nasibin and Arzan is 37 farsakhs [parasangs] “оп the 
right hand" (dhat al-yamin)". The much better-known geographer 
Yaqüt, writing in the early 13th century A.D., repeats this and adds 
“towards the west" (li'l maghrib)**. 

The number 37 occurs in both Tacitus’ text and in that of the Arab 
geographers, but as the number of Roman miles between Nisibis and 
Tigranocerta in the one case and as the number of farsakhs between Nis- 
ibis and Arzan in the other. The occurrence of the number 37 in both 
cases can hardly be a coincidence, and suggests that information current 
in the Middle Ages, possibly before, is responsible for corruption in the 
text of Tacitus. First the interpolation of the phrase detailing the distance 
between Nisibis and Tigranocerta in parasangs must have been intro- 
duced. This could have happened any time during the Muslim period, or 
even before, provided that the interpolator knew that Arzan had been 
called Tigranocerta. In a subsequent copying of the text the word 
“parasangis” was changed to “milibus passuum". Of course the latter 
change could have been made by the interpolator himself. 

The ultimate source of Ibn al-Faqih’s information was а map. 
Whether the map was drawn in the early Middle Ages or in the Late 
Roman period, or it actually was the Tabula Peutingeriana, the best 
information we have as to the form of that map is still the TP. Yaqut's 
"towards the west" would make no sense if his ultimate source were not 
a map of the form of the TP. On the ground, Arzan is not west of Nisi- 
bis/Nasibin, but more or less due north. However the distortions of the 
TP present Tigranocerta as west of Nisibis. 

Moreover the distance between Nasibin/Nusaybin and Аттап on the 
ground is considerably less than 37 parasangs. At 5.1 km. to the 
parasang this is 189 km., and at 5.75 (the Arab farsakh) it is 213. As the 
crow flies the distance is 100 km.; the twists of the path might add 20 
km.. However the route indicated by the TP between Nisibis and Tigran- 
ocerta is considerably longer (the exact distance will be estimated 
below), provided of course that the same units of measurement are cho- 
sen. The TP's route, circuitous on the ground, is straight, or nearly so, on 
the map. 


87 IBN AL-FAQIH, Kitab al-buldàn p.133; tr. Massé, p.160. 

85 YAQUT, Mu'jam, ed. Кһапай & Shingiti, 1.191. Both references are due to Prof. 
A.D.H.Bivar, as is the deduction that the unit of measurement was changed subsequent to 
the interpolation. I am very grateful to Prof. Bivar for pointing out this line of argument, 
which caused me to change a substantial part of my text. Previous to Bivar's communi- 
cation a documentary source, very likely a road map, was the basis of my solution. 
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The purpose of the phrase “оп the right hand" in the Arab authors 
is necessarily obscure, but the best sense is as follows. To reach 
Arzan from Nisibis you would turn right off a road which was head- 
ing elsewhere. On the TP a junction is shown, at Arcamo, at which 
one would have to turn right in order to reach Tigranocerta from Nis- 
ibis. 

It remains to check, as accurately as possible, what distances the TP 
does show. The distances shown on the map consulted by Ibn al-Faqth 
or, more likely, by his source, were no doubt in parasangs, but if they 
were in miles the conversion from miles to parasangs is likely to have 
been accurate. Of course the map consulted by Ibn al-Fagqth or his source 
may have been descended from the TP. In that case it is possible that the 
distances in miles were corrupt already. Strictly this makes no differ- 
ence, provided the version of the TP from which the second map (Ibn al- 
Faqih’s source) was constructed, contained the same distances as the one 
we have. 

First the distances for the stages Aque Frigide-Arcamo and Arcamo- 
Thamaude have to be estimated. Arcamo and Thamaude have been sat- 
isfactorily identified as Harzam and Amouda respectively. For the 
stage Aque Frigide-Arcamo, an estimate of 16 has been supplied (see 
the table on p. 63). This is the distance along the track, which twists. 
For the stage Arcamo-Thamaude, the TP implies a fairly direct line 
across the plain between Harzam and Amouda??. The estimate of 19 
Roman miles for the stage Arcamo-Thamaude has been supplied by 
measuring on the map. 

The total of distances between Tigranocerta and Nisibis on the TP 
then becomes 142 Roman miles, or 210 km.. This is 41 parasangs on a 
conversion of 5.1 km. per parasang and 37 on a conversion of 5.75. 
Since some of the TP's distances may be corrupt, and since the distances 
in two of the component stages have had to be estimated, it is unwise to 
place reliance on the exact number of parasangs implied by the TP's dis- 
tances in Roman miles. However the correspondence with the 37 
farsakhs of Ibn al-Faqih is close enough to confirm the proposition that 
the distance of 37 miles found in the text of Tacitus is the result of an 
interpolation deriving from information on a map related in form to the 
Tabula Peutingeriana. 


89 DILLEMANN's assumption (1962, p.165) of a T-junction, as it were, at Monocar- 
ton/Kiziltepe is questionable. On the assumption of a direct line between Harzam and 
Amouda, the junction of the Tigranocerta road with that travelling east-west along the 
plain will then be a triangle rather than a T. 
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It can be concluded that the evidence of Tacitus' text does not sup- 
port the location of Tigranocerta at Kızıltepe, but indicates more the 
state of geographical knowledge in the early Middle Ages. Either a 
map was available marking the name Tigranocerta, but someone knew 
that the map's Tigranocerta was Arzan; or the city of Arzan was 
marked as such, but somebody knew that the map's Arzan had been 
Tigranocerta?^, 


5. Conclusions 


Тһе Tabula Peutingeriana's routes in the upper Tigris basin and from 
there to Artaxata in one direction and to Nisibis in another have been 
identified and sites found for many of its stations along those routes. 
This was done by assuming the location of Tigranocerta at Arzan. Not 
only is the Tabula's evidence consistent with that assumption, but the 
satisfactory placement of roads confirms the identity. 

That the Tabula's roads have been identified allows a partial answer 
to one of the initial questions posed in the first article?!. The city was 
intelligently located on the network of long-distance lines of commu- 
nication then in use, in so far as a map of the 2nd or 3rd century A.D. 
can inform us of the routes of the 1st century B.C.. Moroever the roads 
traced by the Tabula would have led to many regions recently con- 
quered by Tigran as well as to parts of the kingdom of Armenia which 
he had inherited. The easterly road led through Armenia to the former 
capital of Artaxata and thence to Media Atropatene. The road over the 
Mazi Dag Tur Abdin hills gave access to the north edge of the 
Mesopotamian plain. From there one could go easily to Nisibis and 
Adiabene by turning east, and by turning west one would eventually 
reach north Syria and Cilicia. Following the road past ad Tygrem one 
would travel through the part of Sophene in the Tigris basin and, con- 
tinuing along that road, one would cross the Taurus and come to the 
northerly half of Sophene. From Sophene the Euphrates would be 
crossed into Cappadocia, source of population and building labour for 
Tigranocerta. 


99 Тһе idea that the TP could be used to check the distance in Tacitus’ text was pro- 
posed by Kiepert: to locate Tigranocerta at Arzan Kiepert proposed an emendation of 
Tacitus’ text from "septem et triginta" to "centum et triginta". However Kiepert did not 
then add the distances on the TP to check the proposed emendation, nor does he seem to 
have seen the TP or a derived map as the source of the interpolation. See KrEPERT 1873, 
pp.176-83, esp.176. 

?! SINCLAIR 1994-95. 
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VIII. THE HISTORY OF ARZAN 


Тһе purpose of relating Arzan's history is to defend its general viabil- 
ity as a city site and to rescue the site from its lack of an established 
identity and recognised place in history. This in turn helps to make the 
case for equating Tigranocerta with Arzan, by pointing out what Tigran- 
ocerta is being equated with. 


1. Identification of the site 


When Hommaire de Hell travelled past here in 1847, the site was 
called Gherzen (although the text misprints Ghbezen)??. Taylor identi- 
fied the ruins as those of Arzen”; presumably he did so because of local 
tradition. A British military observer of the late 19th century found the 
site was known as Кһагғап?“. 

In the Asxarhac oc", the early 7th-century document which lists the 
political districts of Armenia, the first district of Aljnik' is called Arzn. 
Although “Arzn” was sometimes a proxy name for the whole of Aljnik', 
it is much more likely that the city of Arzan was named after the smaller 
district of Arzn than the larger Аи к“. Arzn can be fixed by reference 
to the Garzan 509%: it is likely to have lain along both sides of the river. 
This places it at the west end of Aljnik'?7. Such a position in turn fixes 
that of the city of Arzan. 


2. To the 4th century A.D. 


Before the foundation of Tigranocerta. In “The site of Tigranocerta.I"* 
it was argued that Ptolemy's Cholimma, which existed before the foun- 


^ HOMMAIRE DE HELL 1.475. 

93 TAYLOR 1865, 26. 

9% Mesopotamia Handbook 1917, 308. 

Despite HEWSEN (1985, 76 & 78), who derives the city's name, Arzan, from 
Arzanene, the Greek name for Aljnik'. Of course if we thought that the city's name was 
formed on that of the larger region then the right version of that name would be the 
Armenian one, Aljnik', not the Greek one. Strictly speaking Hewsen may be right to the 
extent that the Greek name Arzanene seems to be formed on Arzn, the name of the dis- 
trict of the Garzan Su, used as proxy for Aljnik'. The city's name, Arzan (and similar), is 
formed on Arzn, whether in the latter's capacity as proxy for Aljnik' or used as the name 
for the smaller district. In fact it is the same as the district name. 

% The prefixed g- or gh- in Garzan or Gharzan is hard to explain. No help seems to 
be forthcoming from Kurdish: my thanks to Dr P.Kreyenbroek for considering the ques- 
tion. A better guess is the K'- or x- in K‘timar or Xlimar. 

97 Another reason for placing Arzan here is that there is only one position for Arzn 
which will suit all the clues for the positions of the other districts constituting Aljnik'. 
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dation of Tigranocerta, must have been at Arzan. Cholimma was the suc- 
cessor of the local capital Kullimeri known in the 9th and 7th century 
B.C. from Assyrian texts’. There was therefore a settlement of some 
sort at the site where Tigran founded his city. 

The 7th-century Ubbume known from Assyrian texts had moved off 
the hill of Zercel Kale. Zercel Kale would therefore have been topped 
only by the ruins of Ubbume??. The successor settlement was at Gola- 
masya, the site upstream of Arzan on the same side of the river and 
therefore opposite Zercel Kale. The Вас. = mentioned by Appian 
(certainly a palace or complex of royal buildings) were probably at 
Golamasya!?, The Васо Лета may well have existed before the founda- 
tion of Tigranocerta, and have been the BaotAstov for the satrap of the 
Achaemenid king at which Xenophon and his army stayed at the start of 
their journey through Armenia!?!, 


After the foundation of Tigranocerta. Cholimma became Tigra- 
nocerta, a walled city 1 1/2 km. long, with a citadel, and tall walls with 
stables on ground level. On Appian's evidence (Mithridatic War 67), the 
number of people from Cappadocia carried off in 78 B.C. to populate the 
city was 300,000. The number is exaggerated, but there were forced 
migrants from Cilicia and other places too. 

On the flat land round the walled city, probably upstream of it, were 
parks and hunting-grounds??, Perhaps in reality there was only one. The 
Achaemenid rapáósicog was a type of walled hunting-ground for the 
king and his сошт 3, Tigran may have created the hunting-park partly 
for political reasons, as the act of hunting by the king was seen, in a 
symbolic sense, as procuring food as the deputy of the god Mithra on 
earth, on behalf of the kingdom as а whole!™. There was a palace, prob- 
ably at Golamasya, and pools. One of these, which seems to have been 
full of fish, and fed by a warm spring, was at Golamasya, in front of the 
palace. The purpose was certainly religious!®. 


98 SINCLAIR 1994-95, 211, 213-14. 

99 SINCLAIR 1994-95, 214-15. 

100 SINCLAIR 1994-95, 205-6. 

10! XENOPHON, Anabasis IV iv.2. 

102 SINCLAIR 1994-95, sect. IV.B.3. 

103 On hunting in the Achaemenid empire, a tradition continued in the empire of 
Alexander the Great, see ANDERSON 1985, 57-82, esp. 57 «с 61 on the ларабетоос. Note 
that the Achaemenid парабетоос had Assyrian precedents (Anderson pp.63-64), which 
may be especially relevant in the case of Tigranocerta. 

104 BryAR 1995, 31-32. 

15 [n SiNCLAIR 1994-95, p.205, it was suggested that the presence of the fish-pool was 
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In 69 B.C., after defeating Tigran, Lucullus sacked the city and left it, 
according to Strabo (Х1.14.15), a mere village; Strabo's phrase merely 
intimates the seriousness of the damage. The migrant Greek population 
returned home. Neverthless, on a sober estimate, the settlement was per- 
haps still a functioning city after Lucullus left. In A.D. 59 came another 
plunder, this time by Corbulo, and another in A.D. 61, by Paetus. 

There follows a gap in our knowledge until A.D. 364, when Shahpur 
П of Persia sacked the city and carried off 40,000 families!6, Despite the 
catastrophe, when Epip‘an, disciple of David, built a church here and 
founded many hermitages in the vicinity sometime in the reign of king 
Pap (370-4)!07, there seems still to have been a city (perhaps only a 
town?). 


3. The fifth to sixth centuries 


In the late 6th and early 7th century we are presented with the names 
of some very interesting settlements in the neighbourhood of the city. 

(1) The city itself, known in Syriac sources as Arzun. It was presum- 
ably the seat of the bishopric of Arzun (in other words Arzanene) in the 
Church of the East (Nestorian church). The bishopric is known from the 
early fifth century at least!’ 

(ii) The names Chlomaron and Aphoumon in Byzantine sources: 
Menander, Theophylact. 

(ш) The names К ‘timar, a city; Sukataba: and K‘i§ in the Armenian 
А$хагйас‘оус“. The evidence dates from the early 7th century!??. 


(1) Arzun is the great walled city by the Garzan Su. 


(ii) “Chlomaron” is certainly used to designate this same city. In 578, 
Chlomaron was besieged by the Byzantines when the bishop was in the 
city and informed the Persian king about the movements of the Byzan- 
tine агту! 0. In 587 a Chlomaron, which the source, Theophylact, calls 
a fort!!!, was also besieged by the Byzantines. It was on a “moun- 


connected with Zoroastrian custom. Possibly a better explanation is that the fish-pool was 
created for the worship of a god or goddess, much as the fish-pool at Edessa was created 
for the worship of Atargatis. See DRIVERS 1972, 76, 79-80, 102, 106. 

106 SINCLAIR 1994-95, sect. II.2. 

107 Tbid., sect. Ш.1. 

108 Frgy 1977, 186-9; WHITBY 1981, 246 for bishopric known before 410. 

109 HEWSEN 1967. 

10 WmgrrBy 1981, 24 (Menander, Fragments 57, p.258-9). 

11 THEOPHYLACT 11.7.6. 
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tain"! ?, This does not sound like Arzan. However the mention of a deep 
ravine in the narrative — in 1861 a deep stream-bed existed about a mile 
(1 3/8 km.) upstream of Arzan!? — and the name itself indicate that 
Theophylact is simply exaggerating the height of the plateau which lies 
above the river and belittling the size of the walled area. The other 
details of the incident also suit Arzan. 

Zabertas, leader of Chlomaron's garrison, leaves the fort unseen by 
the Byzantine force and guides the Persian Kardarigan and the contin- 
gent that the latter has brought to a place near the Byzantines but divided 
from them by a great ravine. The Kardarigan's force and the Byzantines 
then faced each other across the ravine. Afterwards the Byzantines tried 
to attack the Kardarigan's men across the ravine, but failed. The Kar- 
darigan's men came behind the Byzantines [presumably between them 
and Chlomaron] and camped on the upper slopes of the "mountain" 
where Chlomaron lay [i.e. away from the river]. The Byzantines lifted 
the siege!!^. 

The Byzantine general then fled to a place called Aphoumon, which 
at that time was in Roman handel (7. After a further set-to the Byzantine 
force disengaged itself and "crossed" to Aphoumon too, harried by the 
Persians!ó, The word “crossed” is illuminated by John of Ephesus: 
Aphoumon was on the other side of a valley from Chlomaron. The text 
of Theophylact leaves the reader in no doubt that the ravine exploited by 
the Persians to lift the siege of Chlomaron was a different feature from 
the valley separating Aphoumon from Chlomaron: the Byzantines extri- 
cate themselves from the engagement at the ditch, then cross to 
Aphoumon. Aphoumon itself is in Arzanene, as after escaping to it the 
Byzantine general crossed the river Nymphios to get to Byzantine terri- 
tory! "7". 

Given the likelihood of its having been Ubbume, royal city of Supria, in 
the 9th to 7th centuries B.C.!5, Aphoumon is almost certainly Zercel 
Kale. We also know that Aphoumon communicated by fire signals with 
the fort of Akbas, which should be put at Baska Kale on the Batman Зи! 9. 


11? ТНЕОРНУГАСТ 11.8.11. 

13 TAYLOR 1865, 27. Note that Taylor wrongly puts the stream-bed and the village of 
Tileeba west of the walled site, but in fact it is to the east, strictly the north-east. 

114 ТНЕОРНУГАСТ ii.8.11. 

115 THEOPHYLACT 11.9.4. 

116 ТНЕОРНУГАСТ ii.9.5-13. 

117 THEOPHYLACT 11.9.16. 

118 SINCLAIR 1994-95, sect. IV.8. 

19 ууштву 1981, 236-7 for the clues as to Akbas's position and SINCLAIR Ш.279, 
381-2, 428-9 for the site. 
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Baska Kale is well north-west of Zercel Kale at the head of a wide vale 
which drives into the Taurus foothills like an extension of the floor of 
the Tigris basin'??, The high position of the two sites makes it likely (not 
checked) that they are intervisible: certainly the town of Hazo, which 
lies on the first slopes of the Taurus to the north, can be seen from Zer- 
cel Kale. 


(iii) The city of K‘timar; Sukaraba; and K‘i8!2!, K‘timar (Chlo- 
maron) is Arzan. Sukaiaba is probably the castle by the town of Zok 
(now officially Yanarsu), which lies 7 or 8 km. east of Golamasya. 

To understand the name К‘1$, one should first of all take the most 
likely candidate, the town of Hazo (officially Kozluk), due north of Zer- 
cel Kale but on the present road between Silvan and Bitlis. However 
there is no record of Hazo at this period, and “Hazo” was also a district 
name, as will be pointed out in the next paragraph. 

Next, the name Zercel Kale should be considered. This seems a 
strange name by itself, but seems even stranger when it is remembered 
that the nearest place after which the castle could be named is the vil- 
lage, or conceivably small district, of Zargil. This name is marked on the 
map in Parry’s book “Six Months in a Syrian Monastery" (1895) about 
7 km. west-south-west of the bend of the Garzan Su; unfortunately it is 
attached to no dot on the map, but the name belongs somewhere in that 
district. 

The name “Zargel” also occurs as an alternative, or at least associ- 
ated, name to “Mar Quriaqos". The latter name belongs to a monastery 
which according to Parry's map was 3 km. south-west of the same bend 
of the Garzan Su. (Parry visited the monastery, which was active, in the 
late 19th century; no news since.) But Mar Quriaqos in the years 1444 
to 1602 was the seat of a Nestorian bishopric called Hezzo!”?. 

One can get an idea of the extent of the bishopric from a list of the 
districts covered by a Syrian Orthodox (not Nestorian) bishopric known 
in the period 1481 to 1491: “Zargel, Arzun, Seert and Hisn [Arabic Hisn 
Kayfa, now Hasankeyf on the Tigris]"!??. If Zargel, which is a district 
name in this case, lay on the west bank of the Garzan Su, Arzun (again 
a district name, since by this time the city had dispersed — see sect. 7 


120 This vale is overlooked from the west by the village of Bogat: SINCLAIR 1994-95, 
Appendix sect. VI.D.2. 

P! Asxarhac*oyc', ed. Soukry, 37. 

7? Description of monastery: PARRY 1895, 188-9, cf. 185-6. Bishopric and name 
Zargel: Еву 1977, 258 and esp. n.609. 

03 Бүкү 1977, 241, n. 504. 
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below) must have been on the east. If Zargel is to include the town of 
Hazo, which eventually inherited the district name “Hezzo”, then pre- 
sumably it extends all the way up to the north side of the floor of the 
Tigris basin between the Batman Su and Garzan Su. 

Here we have come back to Zercel Kale, which belonged to the area 
just outlined and was probably its capital in the sixth century A.D.. That 
is to say, Zercel Kale was the capital of a district called K‘i8, and the 
castle, really a town, was sometimes called K‘i8. It was also called Fum, 
Gr. Aphoumon, but this was the settlement’s own name rather than that 
of the district: the latter name, in this and many other cases, alights on 
the local capital as well as the district. It is worth remembering that after 
the Assyrian conquest of Supria in 673 B.C., the kingdom was divided 
into two Assyrian provinces, Ubbume and Kullimmeri!**. Here, of 
course, the castle-city’s name does duty for the province name, rather 
than vice versa. 


The main points of the history of these settlements in the 4th to 6th 
centuries A.D. are as follows. Arzanene had been an Armenian princi- 
pality subject to the Persian empire since 363. Nothing is heard of its 
princes after the mid-5th century; at some point after that date the 
dynasty was brought to an end under Persian pressure, and one reason 
must have been the need to fortify Arzanene against the Byzantines'^^. 
Arzun was a "fortified town of the Persians" 126, The hill of Zercel Kale 
was now fortified again. The purpose was no doubt to protect Chlo- 
maron/Arzan. 


4. From the Arab invasion to the ninth century A.D. 


The city continued to be the seat of a Nestorian bishopric, which 
seems to have covered the whole of the former Arzanene or Atjnik‘!?’, 
In the second half of the ninth century the small local Arab dynasty of 
the Zurarids is first heard of". Their appearance must be a sign of the 
general fragmentation of the Abbasid empire at the time. In general they 
seem not to have controlled the mountainous district of Sasun to the 
north. 


124 DIAKONOFF 1984, 90-91. 

125 On the history of the principality from 298 to the mid-5th century, TOUMANOFF 
1963, 180-2. 

126 Frey 1977, 187. 

27 Симет 1.597. See Fiey 1977, 189. 

128 'TER-GHEVONDYAN 1976, 32, 42, 48, 63; cf. CANARD 1975-76, 196-9. 
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5. The tenth and eleventh centuries 


There was rivalry over possession of Armenia between the Byzantine 
empire on the one hand and the caliphate and various Muslim emirates 
on the other. Arzan's political masters changed. Nevertheless the period 
seems to have been one of unusually intense economic activity, and 
international trade seems also to have greatly expanded. Arzan lay on 
one of two important routes for the carriage of merchandise to Byzan- 
tium and the Levant. The most prosperous period appears to have been 
the first half of the 11th century, when the Tigris basin was under Mar- 
wanid rule. 

The route came down the Bitlis pass and over the floor of the Tigris 
basin, passed Arzan and crossed the Batman Su at the crossing-place of 
the Tabula Peutingeriana's northerly route (no.3)'??. After that it contin- 
ued either straight to Amid (Diyarbakir) or turned north-west to Mayya- 
fariqm (Silvan), which from 960 was a populous апа (by the standards 
of the time) wealthy city'*°, and then continued to Amid!*!. Our evi- 
dence as to the routes dates from the mid- and late 10th century!*?. 


12 The abutments of a small bridge, which crossed a stream, to the south-west of 
Golamasya have been observed (again by Dr C.Lightfoot in either 1987 or 1991). The 
stream flows into the Garzan Su from the south. Since the medieval route in question 
must have passed through Golamasya, the bridge lay on the line of the medieval route 
under consideration. The surviving abutments may well be medieval, perhaps of the 10th 
or 11th century. 

130 See CANARD 1953, 82-3; LE STRANGE 1930, 111-12. 

P! Strictly speaking there was probably another track going north-west from Mayya- 
fariqin. It led westwards along the base of the Taurus to such places as Наш, Arqanin 
(Ergani) and Jermuk (Cermik), from which traffic could continue to Malatya or Sumaysat 
(Samsat). 

132 (A) The three Arab geographers quoted in MANANDIAN 1965, 156-7. 1. Dates. 
Istakhri's dates are not known precisely, but his information is reckoned to date from 
somewhere between al-Balkhi's, who lived c.850 to 934 (ЕР, vol.I, p.1003. D.M.Dunlop) 
and Ibn Hawqal's, whose information on Armenia seems to come from journeys in c.955 
and whose information on the Јалта comes from journeys in 961-9 (ЕР, vol, 223. 
A.Miquel). Note that Ibn Hawqal is not completely independent of Istakhri. Muqaddasi 
(sometimes “al-Maqdisi”) got his information rather later: any time in the last three 
decades of the 10th century (ЕП, vol Ш, p.708). 2. Routes. Both Istakhri and Ibn Hawqal 
mention only the route via Mayyafariqin, not the one direct to Amid. Strictly speaking it 
is only one MS of Istakhri which mentions Arzan (Manandian's n.108 to p.156 — see 
p.218). Muqaddasi mentions both alternatives (direct to Amid etc.). But Manandian's 
translation does not mention Arzan by name. LE STRANGE 1930, 125, however, retails 
Mugqaddasi's text in such a way as to suggest that Muqaddasi does mention Arzan. 

(B) The Armenian Itinerary, quoted MANANDIAN 1965, 169. It was written no later 
than 981 (p.168). This only gives three cities relevant to the present argument: Xlat' (now 
Ahlat), Xtimar (i.e. Arzan) and Urfa. The route in question is no doubt the direct one to 
Amid. 
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Arzan was flourishing, and was said to be one of the most important 
Armenian cities. One source, written after a visit of 1046, described Arzan 
as having excellent markets, and as surrounded by fertile and well-irrigated 
gardens. There was a secondary settlement at Golamasya, and across the 
river Zercel Kale was maintained, functioning as a citadel for Golamasya!*?. 

Тһе Zurarids were certainly dispossessed by the Marwanids, if they 
had not been dispossessed by another dynasty before that. Sometime in 
the 930's the Marwanids in turn were thrown out and a vassal of the 
Hamdanids seized power!™. 


6. The 12th and 13th centuries 


In these centuries the city prospered from the generally buoyant eco- 
nomic conditions, perhaps until the late 13th century. We have an inter- 
esting account, that of “122 al-Din Ibn Shaddad, а Mamluk author, of the 
city's physical state, which probably relates to the mid-13th century ?*. 
Probably the date at which the city began to decline was 1260, when it 
was plundered (see below)". This was shortly after the Mongol inva- 
sion of the area. As before, prosperity did not entail great political power 
for the city's masters, and in fact they were generally vassals of other 
principalities or empires. 

Ibn Shaddad’s account is as follows: 


Arzan: a round castle on a high hill, the number of whose towers is 35, 
besides the curtain walls. In it there is a gate in the south, from which you 
can egress on a bridge over the ditch encircling the castle, made of ashlar, 
on arches. It spans almost 200 cubits, before reaching the earth. The town 
is east of the castle. In it, there are markets and dwellings. At the eastern 
end is a hot spring full of fish, and onto it there is a gate. In the town is a 
spring... 137 


133 CANARD 1953, 83-4; LE STRANGE 1930, 112. Istakhri, whose account Le Strange 
retails anonymously and somewhat misleadingly, talks of a powerful citadel on the west 
side of the river, which he calls the Nahr al-Sarbat (see also MARKWART 1930, 234), and 
denies that there was an enceinte. I find this hard to believe, given the evident prosperity 
of the place. If Istakhri is right, the reasons would concern a change of route through 
Arzan, as discussed in the next sub-section. Still, the walled area was inhabited in the 
12th and 13th centuries, even after the change of route. 1046: Nasr-i Khusraw, ed. Dābīr- 
siyāqī, 11, which appears in LE STRANGE 1930, 112. 

134 TER-GHEVONDYAN 1976, 84, 111; cf. 82. 

135 Cahen (1938, 109) said that the text must have been finished by 676/1277 (death 
of Baybars). But David Morray, after his doctoral work on Ibn Shaddād (see n.137), tells 
me that the question of the date for which the information is valid (whether before or after 
the death of Baybars) is difficult. 

136 KRAWULSKY 428. 

137 [bn SHADDAD, al-A Чад, part Ш, section 2, p.536. I am grateful to Dr D.Morray for 
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The author appears not to understand that there are two fortified sites, 
Zercel Kale and the walled city of Arzan. The round castle on a high hill 
is Zercel Kale, but the information concerning the gate, ditch and bridge 
relates to the walled city. The 35 towers and curtain walls mentioned by 
Ibn Shaddad probably but not certainly belonged to the walled city. 

The walled city, then, was inhabited and its fortifications were intact. 
The site of Golamasya is occupied by a full-sized town. The pool lies at 
this town's eastern border, and there is a gate giving onto it from the 
town. What nature of gate? (There is no suggestion that the town at 
Golamasya was walled too.) Could it be a survival from a building con- 
nected with Tigran's Вас1Хв1а? Overall Ibn Shaddad presents a picture 
of a big double settlement. One may question whether the town at Gola- 
masya had not grown up partly through the movement of households 
from the walled area. All the same there is no question as to the size and 
prosperity of Arzan in his account. 

For what period, though, is the account accurate? Yaqit (writing 
about 1230) stated that the city was important and in a wealthy and pop- 
ulous district, though he noted signs of decline’. From the 1260's to 
the early 14th century the Tigris basin suffered from a loss of internat- 
ional trade. The last good evidence of its Nestorian bishopric dates to 
1281 (not counting the bishopric which emerged at Zok in 1891 or 
shortly before)'?. The Syrian Orthodox bishopric had come to an end in 
1169. Тһе best guess 15 that the city began to decline in the 1260's after 
its plunder іп 1260'*°. Its annexation by the Mongols took place some- 
time in the 1250's. Mayyafariqin was first besieged by them in 1252, 
and finally captured in 1258. It is unlikely Arzan put up much resistance, 
or that it suffered much during its capture and annexation by the Mon- 
gols!^!, 


this translation, which he made from the Bodleian manuscript Marsh 333, f? 128 г. 
CAHEN (1934, 116) gives a summary translation, and GABRIEL (1940, 1.231, n.1) another 
version. 

138 Улоот, Мијат, ed. Кһапй & 5ћипат, 1.190. Translated in KRAWULSKY 428, n.1. 
Krawulsky corrects the translation by LE STRANGE (1930, 112) and ЕР, “Arzan” 
(R.N.Frye). 

139 Fey 1977, 190-1. It is interesting that the bishop reigning between 1176 and 1190 
had jurisdiction over Bitlis. We are reasonably safe in assuming he also had such juris- 
diction in the first half of the century; that he had it in 1176-90 suggests a survival from 
the time of joint political control over the two cities. 

140 See note 136 above. 

141 Mustawfi's account, dating from perhaps the 1320’s or the early 1330's, represents 
Arzan as a large town with a strong fortress, excellent crops of corn and cotton, and rev- 
enues of 275,000 dinars (MUSTAWH, ed. Le Strange, 103; tr. LE STRANGE, 102). This 
would contradict our reconstruction of Arzan’s decline, if we could believe it. However 
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The city was in the hands of a local Turkish dynasty, whom Turan 
calls the Dilmacogullar1. The dynasty survived by submitting to two of 
the neighbour principalities in turn. These were the Shah-i Arman 
dynasty of Ahlat, which lay to the north-east, on the shore of L.Van, 
and, from 1112, one of the Artukid dynasties, that of Mardin. The latter 
city lay to the south-west, at the southern edge of the Mazi Dag-Tur 
Abdin hill district. The territory of the second Artukid dynasty, that of 
Hisn Kayfa/Hasankeyf, lay much nearer Arzan, and the dynasty ruling 
the latter city must have played for advantage, perhaps even secured its 
survival, by opting for Mardin rather than the rival Hisn Kayfa dynasty. 
Subsequently the Dilmaçoğulları submitted to states of greater territorial 
extent and wider political influence than the two local powers. These 
were, first, the Ayyubid family empire, then the Mongol empire!*?. 

The territory of Arzan included, perhaps for the first time in the Mus- 
lim period, the city of Bitlis. However as before it lacked Sasun; it also 
lacked Siirt, a town to the south-east. Bitlis had almost certainly been 
lost by 1164, when the Shah-i Arman of Ahlat repaired a bridge on the 
approach to Bitlis. 


As before, a small local dynasty with a limited territory could exist at 
a city of substantial size because of certain economic conditions and in 
particular because a major international trade route passed through it. 
Between 1146/47 and 1147/48 the Artukid ruler of Mardin built the 
Malabadi bridge on the Batman Su just east of Silvan, and a ruler of 
Mayyafariqin, again Artukid, restored the bridge sometime in his reign 
(1154-76)!9. Of course the bridge was built and maintained to ensure 
that Mayyafariqm benefited from the passage of caravans. There was ап 
adequate bridge downstream: once at this bridge, however, traffic could 
continue straight to Amid/Diyarbakir without passing through Mayya- 
fariqin. 

However the building of the Malabadi bridge does not signify at this 
period a loss of prosperity for Arzan. Very likely it signals a gain. It was 
a time of intense commercial activity, and the traffic reaching Mayya- 
fariqin by the Malabadi bridge in all probability still went through 
Arzan. Until the early 20th century one track from the bridge to the bot- 


the details of the large town, fortress and crops appear to come from the previous entry 
on Irbil, in northern тад: the strong fortress (the tell at Irbil is enormous) would be the 
link; where the revenue figure comes from is hard to say. 

142 TURAN 1980, 111-15; cf. 91, 94, 148, 155-6, 163, 165, 187. 

43 ALTUN 1978, 200-205. 
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tom of the Bitlis valley ran either past the old city or through the nearby 
Zok, because the more direct line entailed twists and turns, and ups and 
downs, on the face of the Taurus foothills further north; but at this stage 
the direct line seems not to have been in use except by local traffic. In 
fact the growth of the town at Golamasya can probably be explained by 
the passage of commercial traffic. After reaching Golamasya the mer- 
chants turned north-west: there was no need to call at the walled area. In 
1861 Consul Taylor noticed a bridge crossing the river by Golamasya (a 
bridge which might have speeded Lucullus' victory). Taylor's bridge 
was no doubt the means by which the traffic crossed. 

Still, there were warnings of future competition, although for the 
time being Arzan was safe because the nearby cities stood on different 
routes which were not in competition with that passing through Arzan. 
The city at Hisn Kayfa, now Hasankeyf, on the Tigris south of Arzan, 
seems to have lain on a track between, on the one side, Jazira (now 
Cizre) to the south-east of the Tur Abdin and ultimately Mosul and 
Baghdad, and on the other side Amid (Diyarbakir) and Mayyafariqin; 
its bridge over the Tigris testifies to the quantity of the traffic. Siirt, too, 
may have grown because caravans came down the Bitlis pass and to 
Jazira via the east border of the floor of the Tigris basin, which means 
to the east of Arzan. 


7. The 14th and 15th centuries 


Under the Il-Khans the city and its hinterland continued to be the 
domain of the Dilmagogullari. The latter dynasty must, as before, have 
ensured its own survival by submission to the II-Khans!^. But in the 
chaotic conditions towards the end of the П-Кћап dynasty's existence, in 
750/1349-50, the city was sacked by the local Ayyubid principality of 
Hien Kayfa. Its walls were slighted, and its markets Баги “6. Thereafter 
there is no good evidence for a city in the walled site or пеагізу 47, 

A mere capture and plunder are not enough to cause the death of a 
city: we have seen this several times in the same city's history already. 
If there are reasons for the city to recreate itself, it simply does so; much 


144 TAYLOR 1865, 27. The bridge seen by Dr Lightfoot recently (see n.129) appears to 
be different. 

145 TURAN 1980, 114. 

146 TURAN 1980, 195. 

147 Tt is not clear what to make of the attack known in c.1372 (TURAN 1980, 116), but 
I feel that the repetition of detail points to a confusion: an attack on the Arzan emirate 
took place, but not on the city, which was already dead. 
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of its fabric, after all, is mud. But in the case of Arzan it is likely there 
were no reasons for re-creation. 

The Mongol-Mamluk war lasting between the 1260's and the early 
years of the 14th century severely reduced the volume of international 
trade passing through this region. Not merely this city, but most cities in 
the Tigris basin, declined. But after 1323, when a treaty between the 
Mongol empire and Mamluk sultanate was signed, merchants could once 
again use the Tigris basin for international business. However there is 
evidence that this traffic, which was mostly aimed at Aleppo, took for 
the most part a different route from that of the 12th and 13th centuries. 
It came to Hisn Kayfa and Mardin, then reached Aleppo by a more 
direct route through the Mesopotamian plain via Dunaysir and Ra's al- 
‘Ayn. Some of the best evidence is the extraordinary amount of building 
at Hisn Kayfa and Mardin in the mid- and late 14th century. The cities 
on the former route were either half-abandoned or stagnant: Маууа- 
fariqin was almost empty; nothing was being built at Amid, and that city 
was merely a governorship of the Artukid sultanate of Mardin; Edessa, 
further west on the same line, was almost empty. Caravans coming 
through Hisn Kayfa and Mardin had no need of Arzan. Probably they 
came through Siirt, which shows every sign of expanding at this stage (it 
was possible to cut through the hills from the han at Duhan directly to 
Siirt). 

After 1400, when Timur captured Amid and handed it to the Ak 
Koyunlu, the route seems for the most part to have returned to its former 
path; but again it bypassed Arzan. It is in this period that the town of 
Hazo appears for the first time. That town appears to have been fulfilling 
the role of staging-post between the bottom of the Bitlis pass and 
Mayyafariqin. 

Arzan the city was dead; but an emirate of Arzan, now the vassal of 
Hisn Kayfa, still existed. The Turkish dynasty appears to have lasted 
until at least 761/1360-61'^5. But by 779/1378-79 the amir was a relative 
of the prince of Hisn Кауга! >, The former domain of the Dilmagogullari 
was in effect a component emirate within the much wider principality of 
Hien Kayfa"?. Subsequently the former city’s hinterland must have 
become an estate of the principality, rather than a sub-principality. 


148 CAHEN 1955, 89. 

149 CAHEN 1955, 83. 

150 The ruler of Arzan submitted to Timur in 1394 alongside the prince of Hisn Kayfa, 
which indicates a sub-principality rather than an estate of the Hisn Kayfa principality. The 
Аттап amir is mentioned separately from Hien Kayfa also іп 1397. See TURAN 1980, 
pp. 197, 198. 
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The estate was much reduced in size, as it did not include Hazo. From 
the substantial remains of Zercel Kale, and Taylor's evidence — within 
Zercel Kale he found “decayed Gharzan begs” 5! — I would conclude 
that the lords of this little estate lived, at least till the early Ottoman 
occupation, in Zercel Kale. The village at Golamasya probably played a 
supporting role to the castle. Part of the city site may well have been 
lived on: one of the villagers of Seyhyunus (south of Arzan) had picked 
up, over the years, a fistful of Ottoman coins from the site. Part of the 
population may well have dispersed to nearby villages, and the market 
town for those villages was no doubt Zok. But it seems likely that sub- 
stantial portions went to the nearby towns — Hisn Kayfa, Hazo and Siirt 
— which had attracted Arzan's business. 


8. The Ottoman and Republican periods 


The Kurdish principalities in the Tigris basin were left by the 
Ottomans as hiikiimets, i.e. sanjaks with varying degrees of hereditary 
privilege, in particular the appointment of the sanjak bey either by the 
same hereditary principle as before, or else from the same family. Hisn 
Kayfa and Нало were both hiikiimets of this kind; the former was con- 
sidered a major hiikiimet, the latter a minor one!??, Nevertheless, the 
estate of Arzan was transferred from Hisn Kayfa to Hazo sometime in 
the 16th century'?. A settlement, perhaps a village, survived under the 
name Arzan (Turkish Erzen). It was passed by the army of the Ottoman 
sultan Süleyman I on its way from Bitlis to Diyarbekir in the wars of 
1533-35. When it stopped at a village called Erzen, a pool (ayazma) was 
noticed; but we shall never know what the Ottoman soldiers learnt about 
this pool from local inhabitants. The village of Erzen was probably at 
Golamasya, though the walled city site may still have been inhabited. 

Much later а Кага of Аттап is known. The kadi’s court, probably from 
the beginning of Ottoman occupation, was at Zok. Zok is known to have 
been the kaza's market and administrative centre by the late 19th cen- 
tury, and remained so until the First World War'*°. Local beys, perhaps 
members of the Hazo dynasty, less probably members of the Hisn Kayfa 


151 TAYLOR 1865, 28. 

152 VAN BRUINESSEN & BOESCHOTEN 1988, 16-27, esp. 18-20; cf. Birken 1976, 189- 
90. 

155 VAN BRUINESSEN & BOESCHOTEN 1988, 20. 

54 MATRAKCI, ed. Yurdaydin, 107. 

155 Симет 1.613; Mesopotamia Handbook 1917, 305-6. Taylor does not talk of the 
town's administrative function. 


108 T. SINCLAIR 


dynasty, resided at Zercel Kale until the land reforms of the mid-19th 
century. They then moved to the castle at Zok, though as mentioned pre- 
viously a few “decayed Gharzan begs” still lived in Zercel Kale!^6. It 
was at Zok that a Nestorian and a Gregorian Armenian bishopric were 
observed shortly before 1891157. At some point the walled site was aban- 
doned completely: it was empty and already ploughed for wheat, though 
the lines of streets could be made out and the city walls were standing, 
probably not to their full height, in places", 

In the 1930's the village of Kurtalan was chosen as the railhead of a 
railway which runs across the south corner of the walled site. Kurtalan 
(the last in the succession of local capitals) then became the administra- 
tive centre of the kaza and has since become its market centre too. The 
road system has changed so that Kurtalan lies on, and Zok (or Yanarsu) 
lies away from, the main road. Deep ploughing of the walled site, which 
broke up any surface traces of houses and streets, perhaps started in the 
1950's. 


IX. CONCLUSIONS; FURTHER WORK ON TIGRANOCERTA 


The foregoing history of Arzan has established the site's fundamental 
viability, particularly in relation to its hinterland. A continuous existence 
of fifteen centuries is more than enough to prove the point. The examin- 
ation of the Tabula Peutingeriana in the second article went some way 
toward proving that Tigranocerta was intelligently sited in relation to 
long-distance routes, and the history of Arzan just recounted has con- 
firmed the point. In fact it has shown that the city's existence depended 
on its position within the road network. 

There is a third purpose in writing this history of Arzan. The Late 
Classical and medieval history of Silvan/Mayyafariqin has been worked 
out; a solid and credible, if perhaps still incomplete, picture of the 
medieval history of Kiziltepe/Dunaysir has also been constructed. So if 
it is proposed to identify Tigranocerta with one of those two cities, at 
least we know what we are identifying it with. But this is not true of 
Arzan. 

There exists a further reason still for writing Arzan's history. To trace 
it from the Classical period to the present helps, not so much with its 


156 'TAYLOR 1865, 28 (Zok and Zercel Kale); CuINET II.613. 
57 Симет 1.597, quoted as П.596-616 by Frey 1977, 191 n.188. 
158 TAYLOR 1865, 27. 
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credibility as a medieval city, but with its tangibility as a Classical city. 
It provides a link with the city of Tigran. 


Further work on Tigranocerta. The following will suggest other tasks 
which could be carried out in connection with locating Tigranocerta and 
investigating its history. 

Any doubts about equating Tigranocerta with Arzan would centre on 
the need to assume two serious mistakes in Plutarch's account of the 
defeat of Tigran by Lucullus in order to square the account with local 
topography 9. The text of Plutarch could be reconsidered. Some thought 
needs to be given to the role of the settlement at Golamasya in the bat- 
tle. It was by this settlement, which included a palace or similar complex 
of buildings, that Lucullus crossed the river. 

There are further possible lines of argument bearing on the location of 
Tigranocerta which could perhaps be exploited. Among these would be 
Corbulo's march from Artaxata to Tigranocerta, where I would judge the 
evidence too vague!; and the size of the three respective sites. Allusion 
was made to the size of the walled area at Arzan as a feature typical of 
Hellenistic foundations, but this criterion has otherwise not been 
exploited. Certainly it would be difficult to explain if the city had been 
founded in the Late Antique or a subsequent period. But the case is so 
subtle and would involve so many ifs and buts that, given the quantity of 
other evidence, it has been preferred not to make it out. We have only 
two other foundations of the Hellenistic period in Armenia. Even if they 
are comparable with those of Syria and Anatolia, is that enough to prove 
the same for Tigranocerta? 

In the absence of excavation, doubts about the validity of the present 
or any given answer to the problem of Tigranocerta's site will not be 
exorcised from historical thinking until a history of the scholarship bear- 
ing on the problem has been written. Such a history should try to show 
the motives for which individual scholars adopted particular lines of 
argument, given the current state of research, and given their own inter- 
ests and methods (for example Mark wart's use of philology). Until a his- 
tory is written, doubts will remain. Such-and-such an argument has been 


159 SINCLAIR 1994-95, sect. IV.4. 

160 Much seems to turn on the position of Legerda, which also occurs in Ptolemy as 
Elegerda (V.12.8). Despite the common, and highly unlikely, assumption that this lay at 
modern Lice (Kurdish form of Tk. “Шса”, "Hot Spring", of which there is one in the 
town), the best location seems to be Birkleyn: RE “Tigranokerta”, VI.A,1, col.994. For 
Elegerda HEWSEN (1982, 135) suggests Telek (also on the left bank of the Euphrates). 
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dismissed; but the fact that it was adopted at all may incline one to try it 
again. Merely demonstrating mistakes is not enough; their causes must 
also be known. 

One purpose of such a history would be to make sure that the schol- 
arship was properly understood. It is hard to believe, for example, that 
the logic of certain of Lehmann-Haupt's arguments has been fully 
explored. One should aim for a systematic picture of the interlocking 
logical relationships of the arguments. Such a picture could be presented 
separately from the history of those arguments, or form part of that his- 
tory's fabric. The present article presents no such picture: it has taken 
only one scholar to represent the case respectively for Silvan and for 
Kızıltepe, and has ignored all the other rivals to Аттап. Chaumont 
(1982) has produced a systematic picture, but it fails (in my view) to 
take proper account of the two pronounced difficulties of the sources, 
the questions of the degree of looseness with which they can be inter- 
preted and the relative trustworthiness of earlier and later sources. 

As for work on the ground, paradoxically the first task is to visit a 
number of sites and localities in the Tigris basin, particularly those 
where the argument above has indicated sites for stations of the Tabula 
Peutingeriana. Among the remains or possible remains above ground or 
detectible on the surface (for example by aerial survey), these are the 
worst unknowns. Secondly the immediate vicinity of the walled area at 
Arzan, of Golamasya and of Zercel Kale should be searched for any 
traces of buildings of the Classical period. An Achaemenid-style hunt- 
ing-ground was encircled by a low wall. A trace of road upstream of the 
walled site of Arzan, has been observed!?!, The deep ravine about a mile 
upstream of the walled area should be checked, and evidence of the 
Romans' siege circumvallation and of the fortress, in case the latter was 
not contiguous with the walled area, should be looked for in its immedi- 
ate environs. Here again an aerial photograph might solve the problem 
with a minimum of trouble. Thirdly, the castle of Zok should be visited 
so as to check its suitability for the site of Зикагађа. 

Only then should the walled site of Arzan be surveyed, and then only 
from the point of view of preserving the little left of its walls. Apart 
from the mound, which needs a careful look, we know enough about the 
configuration of the walls to be able to conduct the argument as to the 
site's identity. One would learn more about the walls’ thickness by read- 
ing a page of Consul Taylor than by any surface survey. At my own vis- 


16! Private communication by Dr C. Lightfoot. 
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its part of the facing masonry survived on the north side of the *promon- 
tory": a careful study should be made of this, assuming that any still 
does survive. 

Silvan should also be resurveyed, so as to check some of the objec- 
tions to Lehmann-Haupt and to put right some of the omissions and mis- 
takes of Gabriel. We are in fearful ignorance of the character and extent 
of medieval Dunaysir; those who wish to keep Kızıltepe open as an 
option for Tigranocerta's site will no doubt also wish to search there for 
traces of the Classical period. 

May Arzan and the two nearby sites sometime be excavated? This 
would be the best check on the whereabouts of Tigranocerta. 
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